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assignment was disputed by another creditor of the client who purpose. And the Court of Appeal went further than Mr. 
had served a garnishee order on the Byer. ses-20 debtor. It was i ustice Kexewicn in Mr. Otzar’s favour by absolving him also 
held that, even if there was no actual agreement between the from liability for the £70 drawn after August 12th. The 
solicitor and client before judgment, yet the assignment after | notion that, in the absence of any ground for suspicion, Mr, 
judgment in pursuance of an arrangement arrived at before was | CLzaR ought at once to have rushed off and informed the court 
sufficient to bring the case within the rule, and the assignment | of the irregularity which’ had been committed is now dis- 
was held to be void accordingly. Ege! however, the | countenaneed as setting up an impracticable standard of 
result would have been different had the solicitor after judg- | conduct; and, indeed, the probable effect, it is pointed out, 
ment warned the client that the arrangement was not binding | would have been to put Hasas on his and induce 
on him, and left it to his unfettered choice whether he would | him with like promptitude to withdraw the balance of 
execute the assignment or not. the account. Thus Mr. Cxezar’s liability was reduced to 
the £15 which he actually received, but there was still left 
open the very serious question from a general point of view 

















Tue supement of the Court of Appeal in Marsh v. “sep of the liability of his partner. Is it within the scope of 


absolves Mr. Grexn, and practically also Mr. Olean, from all | the partnership authority for a solicitor to con 
liability for the consequences of the fraud upon the court which | useo me Tr. Justice Kexewicu held that it was, 
J. A. Hatzs succeeded in committing by the use of the name of | The Court of Appeal have held that it was not. As a proposition 


their firm. The matter, it will be remembered, arose in con- | of law, says Lord Russet. he knows of no authority for it, and 
nection with a trust fund which had been brought into court in | of any actual usage to allow a partner to condone any such 
the above action. By means of a forged deed Hatzs made it | irregularity there is naturally no evidence. The £15 was not 
appear that the whole of the fund belonged to one person, J. M. | received by Mr. Cxzar in’ the course of any transaction in which 
Marsu, and he caused a petition to be presented to the court on | he had a right to engage on behalf of the firm, and his partner 
behalf of J. M. Marsu for payment to him accordingly. The | is only liable for the £4 5s. 6d. which came into the firm’s 
solicitors for the petitioner purported to be Messrs. Crzar & accounts. Principles of law are as well decided by small matters 
GreEn, but no instructions had been given to the firm, nor had | as great, and the distinction between the liability of Mr. Oxzar 
they authorized Hates to use their name. Hates was known | for £15, and of Mr. Green for the smaller sum shows very 
to Mr, Crear, and had intimated that he should want his firm | satisfactorily that any extension of the implied scope of the part- 
to act in a formal matter, but he had not stated the nature of | nership authority is to be jealously watched. 

the business and had received no general consent. In due 
course an order was made on the petition for payment of the 
money, amounting to £0,137, to J. M. Marsu, and Hates; Tue marnrenance of the old forms for the confirmation of the 
obtained payment by bringing a confederate to the Paymaster- election of an archbishop or a bishop lead from time to time to 
General’s Office and identifying him as the payee. The cheque inconvenient interruptions on the part of persons who are dis- 
was got from the Paymaster-General on Saturday, the 10th of , posed to take them literally. In the course of the proceedings 
August, 1895, and paid to an account at Curp’s Bank. On the | before the commissioners appointed by the Crown to confirm the 
following Monday £4,000 was drawn against it, and on the election, proclamation is made for objectors to the archbishop or 
same day Hates, for the first time, told Mr. Orzar that he | bishop-elect to come forward and state their objections, and the 
had been using his firm’s name, and handed him a cheque , proclamation is careful to add that they will be heard. In 1848 
for £15 as the firm’s costs. Mr. Crear had no idea advantage was taken of this part of the ceremony to attempt to 
that the proceedings involved payment of money out of raise an objection to the election of Dr. Hamppzn as Bishop of 
court, and he contented himself with expostulating against | Hereford, but the Vicar-General of the Province, in clear denial 
the irregularity. Of the £15 he repaid Hates £10 14s. 6d. , of the words of the proclamation, declined to let the objection be 
for disbursements, and handed the balance, £4 5s. 6d.,|heard. An application for a mandamus was made, and the Court 
to his partner, who entered it in the books of the firm, | of Queen’s Bench was divided (Zeg. v. Archbichep of Center bury, 
Shortly afterwards further cheques for £50 and £20 were | 11 Q. B. 483), Lord Denman, or" and Erte, J., holding that 
drawn on the account at Curtp’s Bank, and some £2,000 was | the objections could not be heard, since the statute 25 Hen. 8, c. 20, 
still standing to the credit of the account when the fraud was | makes the confirmation compulsory without taking cognizance 


discovered. The contention of the Commissioners of the | of objections; Parrzson and Oo.ermaes, JJ., taking a contrary 
Treasury, who were of course primarily liable to make good the | view. Under these circumstances no order was made. The 
whole or the loss, was that Messrs. OULEAR & OREEN in turn were question arose again upon the election of Dr. Tempiz as Bishop 
severally liable to Telmburse them. This contention KEKEWICH , | of Exeter, and the Vicar-General delivered a formal judgment 
J., Tey » but ne held the solicitors liable for £85, made up | in which he refused to allow the objection to be heard on the 
of the cheque of £15 for costs, and of the two cheques for £50 | same ground as that put forward in the Queen’s Bench—namely, 
and £20, drawn after the 12th of August. Nothing that Mr, | that it would be a futile proceeding, and from his decision there 
Crzazr could have done would, so the learned judge held, have | was no appeal. Objections was also made to the confirmation 
averted the loss of the £4,000, but by prompt intervention he | of the late Dr. Lz as re, of Manchester, but the Vicar- 
might have prevented any further invasion of the fund, and his , General summarily refused to hear the objectors, and no further 
condonation of Hauzs’ conduct came, it was held, within the | proceedings were taken (Phil. Ecc. Law L., p. 40). That there 
scope of the partnership authority so as to involve Mr. Green in | 18 & good deal to be said upon the matter is evident from the 
the same liability. report of Reg. v. AreMbishop of Canterbury, which extends to 
nearly 200 pages. It is difficult, however, in view of the abso- 
lute power of the Crown to have its wishes deferred to in the 








THE most serious point in the matter to Messrs. Crear & 
Green was, of course, the liability to make good the £4,000, 
and upon thie the Commissioners of the Treasury failed to 
disturb the decision of Mr. Justice Kzxewicn. It being evident 
that Mr. Crzar could not have, in fact, prevented the cheque 
for £4,000 being cashed, his liability could only be put on the 
technical ground that by his condonation of Hatzs’ use of the 
firm’s name he had ratified the transaction so as to make his 
firm liable for all that had been done from the commencement. 
But Lord Russzt1, O.J., in delivering the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, pointed out that where ratification is set up as 
confirming a transaction for which there was no prior authorit 
whatever, the ratification is ineffectual unless it is given wi 
full knowledge of the facts, and at the most all that Mr. CLizar 


ratified was the use of the firm’s name for a supposed formal 


matter of episcopal elections, to believe that there can be any 
power, either in the Vicar-General or in the commissioners a 
| pointed by the Crown for the express purpose of confirming the 
| election, to enter into any discussion as to the merits of the per- 
_son to be elected. The citation to objectors to appear is simply 
a survival which the ecclesiastical lawyers have not yet had the 
courage to discard, and the recent attempt to raise the point 
in at the confirmation of the election of Dr. Tzmprz es 
Archbishop of Canterbury will perhaps induce them to consider 
whether the obvious remedy of simply dropping the obsolete 
and misleading form is not at once sensible and safe. 











A Drvistonat Court, composed of five judges, was occupied 


“for several days last week in hearing arguments as to the con- 
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struction of the Betting Houses Act, 1853. Section 3 of that 
Act provides that any person “‘ who, being the owner or occupier 
of any house, office, room, or other place, or & person using the 
same,” 8 use the same for the purpose of betting with 
persons resorting thereto, shall be liable to a penalty. The 
question what is the meaning of the words “or other place” 
was the chief one before the court, and it is a question which has 
been constantly before the courts ever since 1853 without having 
yet received a full and satisfactory answer; though we may 
haps look for such an answer soon when judgment is given 
in the recent cases. On the one side it is pi ss that no place 
can be a “place” within the Act unless it is ¢jusdem generis with 
house,” “ office,” or “room.” On the other side it is said 
that ‘‘ place” need not be limited as suggested, and that any 
lace, whether defined or undefined, and whatever its size may 
e, is a ‘‘ place” within the Act, if the person accused is shewn 
to have used it for the purpose of betting with persons resorting 
thereto. Now, the preamble of the Act recites the demoraliza- 
tion consequent upon the ‘opening of places called betting- 
houses or offices,” and the Act is entitled ‘‘An Act for the 
suppression of Betting Houses.” It seems clear, therefore, 
| that when the Act was passed the Legislature contemplated 
| merely the putting down of any house or of a house 
— or used for the purpose of betting. The decisions 
of the court have, however, as we pointed out not long 
ago, extended the Act very far beyond this intention, and 
the tendency seems to be to extend it further and further. 
Thus in Doggett v. Catterns (13 W. R. 390) the defendant 
used habitually to frequent Hyde Park, set up a table 
under a tree, and betted with numbers of persons who 
used to come to him for the purpose of betting. But the 
court held that he did not occupy or use a place within the 
meaning of the Act, as the place used was one which could not 
legally have an occupier, nor was it an ascertained place. On 
the other hand, in Bows v. Fenwick (22 W. R. 804, L. R. 9 C. P. 
$39), the Court of Appeal upheld the conviction of a man who 
stuck up a large umbrella and stood upon a stool beneath it, 
making bets, upon the Chester racecourse, which was quite as 
much a public place as Hyde Park. In Liddell v. Lofthouse (44 
W. R. 349; 1896, 1 Q. B, 295), one of the most recent cases, on 
this subject, Kay, L.J., said: “As it seems to me, if a man 
were to use the ground at the foot of the statue at Charing- 
cross for the purpose of habitually betting with persons resorting 
to him there, that would be a ‘ place’ within the meaning of the 
statute.”’ In the same case Livpvxey, L.J., gave it as his opinion 
that the Act is not directed against betting itself, but against 
bookmakers and those who make a trade of betting. In a case, 
however, which was decided on almost the same day—namely, 
Thwaites v. Coulthwaite (44 W. R. 295; 1896, 1 Oh. 496)— 
Cutty, J., expressly held that a betting or bookmaker’s busi- 
ness was not of iteel? an illegal business. If the calling of a 
bookmaker is illegal, then it is submitted that bookmakers 
should be ye nye 3 dealt with by legislation. If it is unlawful 
to make a trade of betting, let Parliament say so, and provide 
that any person who follows such trade shall be punished. It 
hardly seems fair, however, to bookmakers (who are more or 
less tolerated by the police on every racecourse in the country) 
to leave them in doubt as to how far their calling may be law- 
fully followed, or to put down their business by successive 
judicial extensions of an Act which was intended to apply to the 
eeping of houses for the purposes of betting. 





Wuere sHAarEs have been applied for on the faith of misre- 

esentations contained in a prospectus, the shareholder 
esires on this ground to avoid his contract with the company, 
it is essential that he should take steps for this purpose with 
the utmost promptitude, and that in the meanwhile he should do 
nothing which might be construed as an affirmation of the 
contract. His remedy, it has been pointed out (Downes v. Ship, 
L. R. 3 H. L. p. 356), is not at the expense of those who have 
done him a wrong by making the misrepresentation, but at the 
expense of the other shareholders in the company who are as 
innocent as himself. The importance of observing these rules, 
and also of going to the proper quarter for advice on matters 
of law, has been illustrated in a recent application before 
Kexewicn, J., with respect to shares in the Dunlop-Truffault 





Oycle Oo. On the 18th of May last Mrs. Sxeanman applied for 
500 shares in the company, being induced thereto by seeing the 
name Dunxor in the prospectus, and she forwarded a cheque 
for £62 10s., the amount, at the rate of 2s. 6d. share, 
payable on application. A few days later the Dunlop Pneu- 
matic Tyre Oo. (Limited) in obtaining an injunction 
restraining the Truffault Co, from the name Dunzor, the 
gentleman of that name whom they had put forward having no 
connection whatever with the well-known manufacturer of cycles. 
On seeing the account of these ings Mrs. Suzarman decided 
to repudiate her shares, and she at once wrote to the company 
to that effect and claimed » return of the £62 10s. Had she 
followed up her repudiation by proper measures, it appears from 
the ihimaet of Kexewrcn, J., that she would have succeeded 
in getting rid of the shares and recovering the money, but, 
instead of consulting a solicitor, she unfortunately relied upon 
her banker, and he advised her to make the further payment of 


2s. 6d. per share on allotment, in order, as he said, that she- 


might be in a position to get back the previoussum. She did 
this and subsequently also she sent a further cheque for £125 
to cover the next payment of is. share. Then in the 
beginning of July she went toa solicitor, and on the 13th of 
that month the company was served with notice of motion for 
the removal of her name from r. ut for the 

ents she seem that there was no reason 
why the motion should not have succeeded. The delay from 
May to July, with the further delay due probably to the Long 
Vacation, was not such as to disentitle her to relief. But the 
second payment of £62 10s. and the pa t of £125, 
Kexewicn, J., held to be inconsistent with Mrs. Sxzanman’s 
previous repudiation. Seeing that the repudiation was clear, 
and that these payments were made by Mrs. Suzanman under 
the notion that she was thereby improving her position, the 
decision seems to be a hard one, but it would have been difficult 
to alter it without introducing dangerous laxity into the require- 
ments for effective repudiation. The mischief was done when 
Mrs. Suzarman chose to go to a banker for advice instead of to 
a solicitor. 


THE RULE that a right to inspect a document ordinarily carries 
with it the right to take copies was settled y hw decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Mutter v. Eastern and Midlands Railway 
Co. (38 Ch. D. 92). In that case the right to take copies of a 
register of debenture stockholders was claimed under section 28 
of the Companies Clauses Act, 1863, which provided that the 
register should be accessible for inspection and perusal at all 
reasonable times to (amongst others) every debenture stock- 
holder of the company, but was silent as to the right to take 
copies. In a considered judgment the Court of Appeal held 
that the right to inspect would be nugatory unless it carried 
with it the right to take copies, and the latter right, accord- 
ingly, was held to be implied. ‘ Parliament,” said Liypiey, 
La. “having conferred right to inspect, the court ought 
not so to construe the statute as to render the right conferred 
illusory, and if the court were to hold that in such a case as 
the present the right to inspect existed, but the right to take 
copies did not, the court would, in effect, be rendering the 
statute of no avail.” Hitherto there has been no corre- 
sponding decision on section 43 of the Companies Act, 
1862, but in Nelson v. The Anglo-American Land Mortgage Agency 
Co. before Srimuine, J., the question has arisen whether the 
same principle applies. In terms the two enactments are 
similar. Section 43 requires every limited company to keep a 
register of mortgages, and the register is to be open to inspec- 
tion by any creditor or member of the company at all reasonable 
times. Moreover, the objects for which inspection is required 
are the same. There is, therefore, no reason for drawing any 
distinction, and, as held in Mutter v. Eastern and Midlands 
Pailway Co., the right to inspect carries with it the right to 








make copies. Where the creditor or member inspecting pro- 
poses to arrange for concerted action among a large number of 
p°rsons, it is clear that he cannot by mere inspection carry away 


with him the information he requires. 








It is unced that the Council of Education have arranged 
anno’ 


Legal 
with Mr. F. B. Palmer to deliver, during the ensuing Hilary 
term, a course of six lectures on “Company Law.” 
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THE RECOVERY OF RENT-CHARGES. 


The subject of the recovery of a rent-charge by action of 
debt, to which we referred recently (ante, p. 107), is one of so 
much importance, both theoretical and practical, that it is worth 
while to consider more in detail how the law has come to be 

on its present footing. Ordinarily a rent issuing out of 

d was recoverable by distress, but apart from this the 
ae mode of recovering a rent in which the owner of the rent 

a freehold estate was by assize of novel disseisin. As against 
the grantor of the rent, the grantee might, in lieu of distress and 
the assize, have a writ of annuity, unless the rent was granted in 
such a way as expressly to discharge the person of the grantor 
(Litt. ss. 219, 220; see Gilbert on Rents, p. 125). But so long 
as a freehold rent was charged upon the land there was no 

mal remedy binding generally the tenant. ‘‘ For a free. 

old rent,” says Blackstone, “reserved on a lease for life, &c., 

ho action of debt lay by the common law dnring the con- 

tinuance of the freehold out of which it issued ; for the law would 

not suffer a real injury to be remedied by an action that was 

merely personal” (Black. Oom. III., 232; Wedd v. Jiggs, 
4M. & S. 113). 

But though during the continuance of the freehold in the 
rent the law thus forbade the owner of the rent to bring a 
personal action, the procedure by assize by no means saved the 
freeholder from personal liability. The judgment on the assize 
was that the plaintiff should recover seisin of the rent, but in 
addition he recovered damages at common law, assisted by the 
Statute of Gloucester, c. 1 (2 Inst. 283), and, if there was a 
further denial of the rent, he could have a writ of re-disseisin 
and recover double damages (Litt. s. 238). 

Where, however, the charge upon the land had come to an 
end, so that a real action would not lie, the only remedy was 
personal, and the arrears of rent could then be recovered in an 
action of debt ; and that notwithstanding that the grantor had 
upon the creation of the rent expressly excluded personal 
liability (Lillingstone’s case, 7 Rep. 38a). If, for instance, rent 
was reserved upon a lease for life, and the lessee for life died, 
the lessor might have an action of debt for the arrears, ‘‘ because 
the land was no longer a security for the rent ” (Gilbert on Rents, 
p- 94); so, if there was a grant of a rent-charge for life, the 

tee had no action of debt for enforcing payment, but if he 

ied his executors could in such an action recover arrears 
(Loringe’s case, cited 4 Rep. 495). In the case of a grantee in 
fee or in tail of a rent-charge this merger of the personal remedy 
in the real had the effect at common law of preventing altogether 
the recovery, after the death of the grantee, of arrears which had 
accrued due in his lifetime. The heir had no real action because 
he had not been disseised, and it was considered inconsistent 
with his position that he should have a personal action. And 
the executor could bring neither real nor personal action because 
he had no title to the rent (Gilbert on Rents, p. 94). But this 
inconvenience was remedied by 32 Hen. 8, c. 37, which gave 
the executors an action of debt against the tenants who ought to 
have paid the arrears as they fell due, and also the right to 
distrain upon the land in the hands of persons claiming under 
such tenants (Oo. Litt. 1624). What has been said as to free- 
hold rents does not apply to rents reserved upon leases for years, 
and for the recovery of these it was always possible to bring an 
action of debt (Gilbert, p. 93). 

It was thus the theory of the old law that for a rent issuing 
out of land the tenant of the land—i.¢., the freeholder—might 
be made mally liable, either by action of debt, or by the 
damages incident to a judgment in an assize of novel disseisin ; 
but eo long as the owner of the rent could prosecute his real 
remedy he was not allowed to bring the personal action. In 
this state of affairs it fell to be determined in Thomas v. Sylvester 
= R. 6 Q. B. 368) how the personal remedy by debt was to 


treated after the possibility of preeeaeng by assize had been | 


—— by the abolition of real actions under section 36 of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833. An opinion had 
already been expressed by Potzock, O.B., in Varley v.. Leigh 
chew 446), that, since there was now no remedy by real action 

the recovery of a rent in fee, there ought to be a remedy by 
action of debt, but since in that case the defendant had made 
himeelf liable by covenant, the point did not arise. In Thomas 


v. Sylvester the declaration was that the plaintiff, being seised 
in fee of certain messuages, granted them by indenture to O., 
subject to payment to the plaintiff, his heirs, and assigns of a 


rent-charge, and ©. covenanted to pay the rent-charge; that 
afterwards all the estate of CO. vested in the defendant, who did 
not pay the rent-charge. The question on demurrer was whether 


this shewed a good cause of action in debt, and it was held — 


that it did. After the foregoing survey of the subject the 
reasoning of the Court of Queen’s Bench (Biacksurn, Quarn, 
and ArcHIBALD, JJ.) can be expressed very briefly. The abolition 
of the real action was exactly equivalent in effect to the with- 
drawal of the real action under the old law in consequence of 
the cessation of the charge of the rent on the land. The action 
of debt was always a possible remedy, but it was not a prac- 
ticable remedy so long as its way was blocked by the superior 
remedy of the real action. The withdrawal of the real remedy 
from whatever cause, therefore, withdrew the net sor = to 
proceeding in debt, and left this as a feasible remedy under all 
circumstances. ‘The principle was,” said Braocxsurn, J., 
“that when the estate for life had terminated an action of debt 
for arrearages would lie. It seems to me to follow, upon a 
similar principle, that when the real action has been abolished 
the grantee of a rent-charge in fee may maintain an action of 
debt against the terre-tenant.” And in Christie v. Barker (58 
L. J. Q. B. 537), where Thomas v. Sylvester was followed, Brett, 
M.R., said that the necessary result of abolishing the superior 
remedy was that the inferior remedy was brought into exercise 
(see also Searle v. Cook, 43 Oh. D. 519). 

This personal liability for the 2 of a rent-charge rests 
upon the owner of land, provided he is either in possession or 
in receipt of the rents and profits, and the owner of part of the 
land on which the rent is charged is liable for the whole rent, 
with a right of contribution from the owners of the rest 
(Christie v. Barker, supra). But in Swift v. Kelly (24 L. R. Ir. 
478) it was held by the Irish Court of Appea!, differing from 
the Queen’s Bench Division, that the freeholder, although 
actually in possession, was saved from liability by the existence 
of a term of a hundred years to secure the rent-charge to 
enforce which the action was brought. The freeholder, it was 
held, was in ion, not as freeholder, but as tenant to the 
trustees of the term. And the liquidators of a company who 
disclaimed land of the company and gave notice to that effect 
to the lessee have been held not to be liable for rent charged 
upon the land (Re Blackburn Building Society, 42 Ch. D. 343). 

Moreover, as we pointed out in our recent article, it has been 
decided by Srimuive, J, in Charity Commissioners v. Green (45 
W. R.74; 1896, 2 Ch. 811) that the personal liability is imposed 


on the freeholder only. This is in accordance with the general — 


policy of the old law, which made light of the connection of the 
termor with the land (cf. 2 Inst. 284). In Brediman’s case (6 
Rep. 564) he was held, by reason of the “imbecility” of his 
interest, to be of so little account that even the actual payment 
of the rent by him toa claimant was not effectual to put the 
claimant into seisin of the rent so as to bind the freeholder 
after the term was determined. If he was thus unable to make 
a valid payment of the rent, it seems natural to suppose that he 
could not have been forced to poy it in a personal action, 
though, of course, he was liable to have his goods distrained 
upon. Probably it is only our distance from the legal concep. 
tion of the time when the assize of novel disseisin was an every- 
day remedy which allows the matter new to be called in ques- 
tion. In Lambert v. Austin (Cro. Eliz. 332), where the judges 
differed upon a point on the construction of 32 Hen. 8, c. 37, 
they agreed that the remedy by assize lay against the free- 
holder, while, apart from the statute, the tenant for years was 
liable only to distress. 

It is satisfactory that the lessee for years at any rate should 
escape a liability which is founded upon no po of justice, 
Whatever may be said for giving a personal remedy against a 
freeholder who is in receipt of an income from the land sufficient 
to pay the rent-charge, nothing can justify the imposition of a 
personal liability to make up to the owner of the rent-charge 
the deficit in the annual value of the land, and yet, as appears 
from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division in Ireland ia 
Swift v. Kelly (24 L. R. Ir. 107), and of Corus, J., in Pertwee 





v. Townsend (1896, 2 Q. B. 129), this is what the allowance of 
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the personal remedy means. Judgment is for the whole arrears 
of the rent, and not as held by Cuarrerron, V.C., in Odlum v. 
Thompson (31 L. R. Ir. 394), for the damage sustained through 
non-payment of the rent. ‘‘I have,” said Grsson, J., in Swift 
v. Kelly, “ reluctantly been compelled to the conclusion that 
anyone coming into possession of an estate charged with rent- 
charges, whether his title be by gift or purchase, is, merely by 
privity of estate, personally liable to pay all seat 
accruing during the period of his possession, whether the rent- 
charges are created by deed or will, and whether secured by 
terms of years or not.” There is the less reason for supporting 
this conclusion now that ample means are given by section 44 uf 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, for recovering a rent-charge as 
against the land. The reason under the old law fér allowing 
an action of debt for arrears after the rent had ceased to be a 
charge upon the land was said in Lillingstone’s case (supra) to be 
that otherwise there would be no remedy at all. This certain] 
does not justify the present action of debt while the rent is still 
charged on the land. The remedies under the Oonveyancing 
Act do not exclude other remedies (Searle v. Cook, supra), but 
it seems to have been an oversight on the part of the Legis- 
lature to make the remedies by distress and entry universal, and 
at the — time not to abolish the personal remedy against the 
freeholder. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
REG. ». MURRAY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you allow us to trespass upon your valuable space in 
order to refer to the observations appearing in your issue of the 5th 
inst. We may at the outset state that most of the details published 
by you of the case areinaccurate. Nor is it strange that this should 
be so, considering that there was not, so far as we know, a single 
reasonably correct report of the case in the public press. After read- 
ing what we are about to write, we think your readers will have no 
difficulty in dismissing Reg. v. Murray from the place of undue im- 
portance in which a reference to it in your widely-read paper has for 
the moment placed it. 

We are not concerned in dealing with the conduct of the Hamp- 
stead bench inthe matter. It has been already severely commented 
upon in more suitable quarters. We personally, however, see no 
particular technical objection to the same tri ing @ man for 
perjury which has previously accepted his evidence, as it will readily 
occur to your readers that additional evidence might be forthcomi: 
asin the case under discussion, and we would further say that suc 
tribunal, when merely one of inquiry prior to trial, should un- 
a? commit. However, we now wish to deal with the case 
itself. 

Your remarks as to the law with reference to perjury are, if we 
may say so, in our judgment correct. In Murray’s case, however, 
there was the oath of the prosecutor corroborated in two material 
respects, and they were these: First of all, Parrett was clearly 
proved to have been upwards of 1,000 yards, nearly five-eighths of a 
mile, away from the spot where the damage was committed at the 
moment the constable swore that he saw him doit. There can be 
no doubt about this. It was impossible that the prosecutor could 
have been where the constable swore he was at that time; secondly, 


the e evidence proved that one of the tor’s arms was 
powerless. When we inform you that the lena thrown down 
weighed 312 pounds and was securely cemented on the top of a 


pillar 5 feet 9 inches in height, we think you will agree with us that 
there was no lack of corroborative evidence of the prosecutor's 
story. 

Other incidental matters, which no doubt may have influenced the 
case, were that three other pillar-caps were thrown down or dis- 











turbed that very sawe night along the route taken by the prosecutor 
at an hour abteguant to Ui thavlie edeenaltaetionae 


police station. 
With reference to the concluding remarks of your note, we may 
say that there is a petition before the Home Secretary for the release 


of the constable, y remarkable for its inaccuracies. Doubtless 
the Home Secretary will inform himself as to the real facts without 
reference to the petition before ordering the release and i 

of the prisoner. The prosecator, on whose peremptory 
instructions counsel for the prosecution requested mercy for 
eee, © 0 mes & Oe ene who has borne an 
character for the thirty-five years he has resided in Hampstead. 

WitteTt & Sanprorp, Solicitors for the prosecution. 
Howard House, Arundel-street, W.0., Dec. 17, 1896. 


[Our correspondents’ information certainly throws a new light on 
the case as reported in the papers.—Eb. 8.0] we 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893, 


The following draft Rule of the Supreme Court is published 
pursuant to the above-mentioned Act. rg By the may be 
obtained from the Permanent Secretary, Chancellor’s Office, 
House of Lords, 8.W. 


RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


Order XXII., Rule 17a. 

The Rule of the Supreme Court, November, 1888 (as to Investment 
of Funds in Court), be read as if in the h commencing 
‘Nominal Debentures or Nominal Debenture ” there were 
inserted after the words “ Local Loans Act, 1875,” the words “or 
under the Isle of Man Loans Act, 1880.” 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
KIRKHAM v. ATTENBOROUGE. KIRKHAM e. GILL. No. 1. 17th 


Satz or Goops—Goops Dutrverep on “Satz on Rerurnn ’’—Passine or 
Prorgrty—‘‘ Apoptine THs Transaction’’—P.iaperne Goops—SaLz or 
Goops Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vier. co. 71), 8. 18, rune 4. 


Appeals from two niginns st Gustine, 7. in Spent of Ge 
is ca oeaean thet of the action without a jury. In Kir v. 
Attenborough the action was t to recover of a diamond 
necklace and a brooch which had pledged the defendant. 
laintiff, who was 4 manufacturing jeweller, delivered articles of jewellery 
ion time to time to one Winter “ hed the 
question were so delivered to him. 
the defendant, who advanced rams f in 
having died, the plaintiff discov where the articles were, and t 
this action to recover them. Grantham, J., gave jud 
plaintiff. By section 18, tule 4, of the Sale of Goods 
yeria ove. dalivanel be the buyer on 
other timilar terms, the property 


he signifies his a val or to 
adopting the transaction.” In Kirkham v. Gill the 


Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Rroesr, L.JJ.) allowed 


the a re. 
tae Esuer, MR , said that these goods were delivered to Winter on 
ecle stun. That sae eS contract. bat _contrect was so 
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By doing that he had made himself the purchaser, and the plaintiff could 

= for the price. The plaintiff therefore could not maintain 

ion. 

Lorzs and Riory, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsst, H. D. Bonseyand C. L. 

Attenborough; Bucknill, Q.C., and C. L. Attenborough; MeCall, Q.C., and 

W.E. Hume Williams. Souscrrors, Stanley Attenborough ¢ Tyer ; Atten- 
borough § Son ; Colyer § Colyer. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 
LANE v. COX. No.1. 11th and 19th Dec. 


LANDLORD AND TgeNANT—Laasiuity or LANDLORD ror InsuRY TO STRANGER 
puRInG Tenancy—Derscrive Premises—WeEexty TENANCY. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Lord Russell of Killowen, 
O.J., who nonsuited the plaintiff at the trial of the action with a special 
jury. The action was brought to recover damages for personal injuries 
trom the defendant, the owner of a house which he had let to a weekly 
tenant. The plaintiff was employed by the tenant to remove some 
furniture, and, whilst doing so, he sustained the injuries complained of 
owing to the staircase giving way. It was proved at the trial that the 
staircase, not having sufficient support, was defective and unsafe, and that 
this defect existed at the time the tenant went into occupation. The 
Lord Chief Justice ordered a nonsuit, and from this order the plaintiff now 
appealed, on the ground that there was evidence of liability on the part of 
the landlord to go to the jury. During the arguments of the counsel the 
following cases were cited: Nelson v. Li t Brewery Co. (25 W. R. 877, 
2 0. P. D. 311), Payne v. Rogers (2 H. Sledininne 349), Sandford v. Clarke, 
jd W. R. 28, 21 Q. B. D. 398), v. Flight (9 W. R. 145, 9 C. B. N. 8. 

77), Gwinnell v. Eamer (L. R. 10 C. P. » Robins v. Jones (12 W. R. 248, 
15 C. B. N. 8. 221), Gandy v. Jubber (12 W. R. 526, 5 B. & S. 78), Francis 


v. (18 W. R. 668, L. BR. 5 Q. B. 501), Le Lievre v. Gould (41 W. R. 
468 ; T893, 1 Q. B. 491), Heaven v. Pender (11 Q.B. D. 503). The Court 


reserved judgment. 

Dec. 19.—Tuz Covrr (Lord Esusn, M.R., and Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R.—The action was to recover damages from the owner 
of a house for personal injuries sustained, owing to the defective state of 
the staircase in the house, by a person —- by the tenant, and the 
question the court had to decide was whether the plaintiff could be held 
liable. There was evidence that the defect in the staircase existed at the 
time the defendant let the house. There was no contractual relation 
between the plaintiff and the defendant. j j 


The plaintiff? did not invite the 
defendant into the house, nor was this the case of a shopkee Ww 
ines the_puOIE-wrener~ Iwan saNT-noTe Wav negigrace on the pet 

g ’ 
negligence had caused the damage ; but there could not be negligence on 
the part of the defendant unless he had some duty or obligation towards 
the plaintiff, which duty he neglected. Was there any such duty in this 
-case? Ifa person were on a highway he would have a duty imposed upon 


him—namely, to take a reasonable care not to interfere with other persons 
on the highway. So also if a son has a house close to a highway he 
imposed ABBE ; he m its 










ry. It had been con- 
case ce on the part of the defendant 
letting the house in an unsafe condition. There was no duty, however, 
imposed upon a landlord towards his tenant not to let an unfurnished 
house in an unsafe condition, unless such duty arose by contract ; much 
less, then, would there be a duty on the part of a landlord towards a 
stranger. If there was no duty on the part of the defendant towards the 
plaintiff there could be no negligence, and the Lord Chief Justice was 
quite right in ordering a nonsuit. 

Lorzss and Ricry, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunset, 
Sinclair Cor and F. Lampard ; B. F. Williams, Q.C., and F. R. G. Radcliffe. 
Soxicrrors, A. Savage Cooper ; Powell § Skues. 

¥/ [Reported by E. G. Srittwaxt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 

CLARK v. PETKOCOKINO. No.2. 18th Dec. 


Insuncrion—Satz or Goops—MisrErresENTATION THAT THB Goops ARE 
PHOSE OF THE Puatntirr—INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION, WHEN TO BE 
Grantep—IrrePaRan_e Insury. 


This was an ap by the defendant against an interlocutory injunc- 
tion granted by Chitty, J., to prevent the defendant, until the trial, from 
selling certain oil manufactured by him in such a way as to mislead the 
— into the belief that the oil was in fact manufactured by the plain- 

if. U further evidence, which was not before Chitty, J., 

Tux Oovrr (Lord Russztt or Kittowsn, C.J., and Livpiey and A. L. 
Surra, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Russert or Ki1owsn, C.J., in the course of his judgment said : 
In claims for injunctions of this kind it does reem to me that the co 

hould not be too ready to grant interim injunctions before the 












ases: first, where the 
injury bé apprehended p p tally irreparable ; 
secondly, the injury is of so cslense kind, aud the om of the delen 
is of such a nature that it is not likely he be able to answer 
if damages should be assessed against him. But except in these 
cases, and limiting myself to applications of this nature, I think 
defendant offers to keep an account and keeps an account, the 
y very well be left over till the trial of the sction. 

y and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Levett, Q.0., and 
Frost ; Byrne, Q.C., and Willis Bund. Sourcrrors, Peacock ¢ God- 
for H. C. Collins, Read i 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re CONSORT DEEP LEVEL GOLD MINING CO., Ex parte STARK AND 
ELLISTON. North, J. 21st Dec. 


Company—Unpsrweitine Contract—AGEnt—MIsREPRESENTATION. 


These were two motions to the of the company by the 
removal of the names 0 ap’ 4 cquisition Co, 
had promoted the Consort Deep Level Gold Mining Co., and the appli. 


cante signed underwriting contracts. They now sought to be relieved 
from their liability upon the ground that their offer had never been 
acce , og that at all events the acceptance was never communicated to 
them, and misrepresentations been made to them by Lambert, 
who induced them to underwrite, and also that the prospectus of the 
company contained misrep tati : 

Nortn, J., found that the acceptance of the applicant’s offer by the 
Mines Acquisition Co. was never communicated to the applicants. But 
the Consort Co. did not know that the acceptance of their offer had not 
been communicated to them. Whatever their position might be as 
regards the Mines Acquisition Co., they were estopped from setting up 
non-acceptance of their offer against the Consort Co., who found a person 





furnis with authority to accept shares in the applicant’s name. 
i (1896, 2 Ch. 643), decided that the authority given was 
irrevocable, even if there was any revocation, which, upon the facts, his 


lordship held that there had not been. As to the verbal misrepresenta- 
tions, his lordship held that they were not made out. He was inclined 
to think that a statement, in the prospectus as to the amount of gold 
extracted from a reef running through the property might be ae 
but he was not satisfied that the applicants relied upon it. He . 
ingly dismissed the motions with costs.—CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.0.; 
W. F. Hamilton; Bigham, Q.0.; Upjohn. Souxscrrors, W. J. Payne; 
Mellor, Smith, ¢ May. 
(Reported by G. B. Hammon, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re HILL’S SETTLEMENT TRUSTS, HILL v. EQUITABLE REVERSION. 
ARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIM.). Stirling, J. 10th Dec. 


ADMINISTRATION — SeTrLemEent — Successive APPOINTMENTS—ASSIGNMENTS 
anp IncumpraNces ory Approinrsp SHangs—InrerEst—Costs, 


Two questions were raised in this case, first as to the rate of interest to 
be allowed in res of several appointments, and secondly as to how the 
costs of an ad tion action were to be borne. ‘The facts were as 
follows: By a ement certain funds were settled upon trust 
to invest and pay the ann uce during the joint lives of husband 
and wife as therein mentioned, and after the death of one of them to the 
survivor for life, and after the death of the survivor to distribute among 
the children of the marriage as the husband and wife should jointly 
appoint, and in default thereof as the survivor should by deed or will 
appoint. The husband died without exercising the joint power of appoint- 
ment, and the wife made several successive appointments in favour of 
some of her children, and appointed the residue in favour of another 
child. The wife died, and an action was brought to administer the trusts 
of the settlement. It ap that the appointees had assigned 
in some cases to two or three persons, and had encumbered their 
shares. 

Srrawine, J., said that therule being that interest should be allow 
4 per cent. he felt some difficulty about following Kekewich, J.’s, 
oodenough, Marland v. Williams (44 W. R. 44; 1895, 2 Ch. 537), and 
would in the present case allow interest, in respect of the several appoint- 
ments, at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum as from the death of the 
tenant for life. As to the question of how the costs were to be borne, 
he could not distinguish the case in principle from Re d, Cartwright } 
v. Del Balzo (44 W. RB. 383; 1896, 1 Ch. 257), and accordingly the costs 
would have to be borne rateably by the appointed shares 
circumstances of the present case one set of costs would be 







df such appointments to stand on the same footing, 
allowed in respect of such child’s share rateably between them.—CounsgL, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and T. T. Methold; B. B. Rogers ; Ingpen; T. 
Douglas; Church; Wright Taylor; Seddon; 8. Dickinson; Curtis Price. 
Soxicrrors, Woodroffe-Burgess; Clayton, Sons, § Fargus ; P. Collings § Co. ; 
J. C. Wheeler; Prior, Church, § Adams; W. 8. Fiske; Ley ¢ Lake; 
Broughtons ; Pilgrims § Phillips. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriaiina, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


CONSERVATORS OF THE RIVER THAMES (Appellants) ». THE ASSESS- 
ae ee OF THE CITY OF LONDON UNION (Respondents). 
1 "a 


Poor Ratre—Tuames Consgrvators—RarTgasitity or New Orrices or 
ConsErvaTors—THAmes Conservancy Act, 1857 (20&:21 Vicr. c. cxivi.) 
—Tuames Conservancy Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. cLxxxvu.), 8. 289— 
Buacxratars Breiner Act (7 Geo. 3, c. 37). 


Special case. The question in this case was whether the conservators 
were eee cee os eee of their premises on the. Victoria 
embankment. The appellants are a body corporate originally 


incorpor- 
ated by the “Thames Conservancy Act, 1857,”’ and continued by the 
‘* Thames Conservancy Act, 1894,’’ for the purpose of carrying the said 





; Fullilove $ Co. 
| Beported by ag. f Btenaaened Law.) 


Acta into execution, and with power to take and hold lands and other 





nea 


* 





“4 








ue 


i 


eEESEe 
cbte 


Be 
Elue 


SE 


aH 


g 


Fey 
ee 


SEE 


gEee 


BEcETE PLE TEFEREEE 








old 


_—_ 








_ Dec. 26, 1896, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 41.} 143 











Un py bey the purposes of the said Acts. By section 289 of the Act of 
it was provided that ‘‘ all lands, buildings, locks, grounds, towpaths, 
bridges, ferries, and works for the time being vested in the conservators in 
respect of the Thames above London Bridge shall be exempt from all 
parochial charges, rates, taxes, assessments, impositions, and payments 
‘whatsoever, save as hereinafter in this section mentioned.’’ By section 12 
of the said Act of 1857 it was provided that the conservators t “* from 
time to time provide and maintain a fit and convenient public office 
within the City of London for holding the meetings of the conservators 
and t g the business of the conservancy. . . .”’ This section 
was in substance reproduced by section 51 of the said Act of 1894. Under 
the powers conferred by section 12 of the Act of 1857 the nts took 
a lease of a plot of land on the north side of the Victoria Embankment, 
in the City of London, and erected a building thereon for an office. The 
northern portion of the said plot was enclosed and embanked under the 
Blackfriars Bridge Act (7 Geo. 3, c. 37), and was thereby free from all 
taxes and assessments. The southern portion was formerly part of the 
bed and soil of the River Thames, which was reclaimed when tne Victoria 
Embankment was constructed. On the 3lst of May, 1895, the Overseers 
for the Poor of the Parish of St. Bride valued and assessed the above- 
mentioned premises at a gross value of £1,150 and a rateable value of 
£959. The appellants objected to this valuation on the ground that the 
premises were exempt by section 289 of the Act of 1894 from such assess- 
ment. Before the respondent committee the ap ts contended that 
the said premises were not rateable by virtue df the provisions of the s:id 
section 289, and even if they were not so exempt yet the northern portion 
of the said plot of land was vested in them as successors, and was by the 
Blackfriars Bridge Act free from all taxes and assessments. The assess- 
ment committee decided that the appellants were not exempt from assess- 
ment, except in respect to the northern portion of the said plot. The 
conservators now appealed. The question for the decision of the court 
was whether the said southern portion of the land with the portion of 
buildings thereon was or was not exempt under section 289 of the Act of 
1894 from all parochial charges, &c. 


Tue Cover (Wiis and Warcut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, and held 
that the exemption did not apply to the premises in question. Section 
289 only meant to continue the exemptions, such as they were, at the 
time of the Act, and did not intend to enlarge them. Appeal dismissed 
with costs.—CounssL, BE. Bankes; R. C. Glen. Soxicrrons, J. Hughes ; 
Rezwortiy. 

[Reported by E. G. Srrtuwet, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THOMSON (Appellant) ». BURNS (Respondent). Div. Court. 


Fisuery — SuHeii-risu—RemovaL rrom Frsnery—Tus Sea 
Reevuiation Act, 1888. 


This was a case stated by justices for the county of Lancaster. Ata 
petty sessions held at Ulverston on the 4th of June, 1896, an information 
referred by the appellant againet the respondent under the 21st bye- 
w of the Lancashire Sea Fisheries District charging that the respondent 
on the 20th of May, 1896, at a fishery within the limite of the Lancasbire 
Sea Fisheries did unlawfully remove from the said fishery certain cockles 
of a size prohibited by the bye-laws, was heard and determined. The 


10th Dec. 
FisHeRre3 


appellant was a bailiff for the said Sea Fisheries district. It was proved 
that the respondent was fishing for cockles on Ba; e Sands, More- 
cambe Bay, and had several bags on the sands round his cart filled 


with cockles which had beea washed, a considerable portion of which 
cockles were under size within the bye-laws. The respondent when 
spoken to said that if the bailiffs had not come on to the sands he would 
have taken the cockles away. Upon being told that the cockles were too 
small the respondent sorted them over again, and left on the sands those 
which were too small, and only took away such of the cockles as were of 


tended that the bye-laws did not define the meaning of a “‘ fishery,”’ and 
that, as cockles were found on the sands in all parts of Morecambe Bay, 
the whole of that bay was the fishery, and that unless and until 
cockles had been actually carried away from the sands on to the 
there had not been such “‘ removal’’ as was contemplated under the bye- 
law as, so long as the cockles had not been so 

open to the respondent to reject those which were too small 

done. The tes dismissed the information. 

that bye-law 21 was not clear. That there was a distinction between 
“taking” and ‘‘removal’’ of shell-fish from a fishery, the “‘taking”’ 
meaning the from the sands, and the “‘ removal ”’ meaning the 
actual carrying away right off the fishery, and that, although it was the 
intention of the t, if he had not been interfered wii ve 
removed the cockles from the fishery, he had not actually done so as he 
had left them on the sands and had only taken away those which were of 
the proper size. The question of law for the court was whether there had 
been a ‘‘removal’’ within the meaning of ° 
provides that ‘‘ No person shall remove from a fishery any cockle which 
will pass through a guage ha an oblong opening of three-quarters of 
an inch in breadth and not less two inches in length.” 

Tux Court (Wiius and Warexr, JJ.), in allowing the appeal, held that 
the word “‘ fishery,”’ as and by the Act, was distinct from the expression 
** sea fisheries,’’ and that a removal from the “‘ fishery ’’ within the mean- 
Bey of She Sreeee  Gaee Vay eee when there was no intention 
to replace cockles taken, and when the removal 


son; Manisty. Sotacrrors, Arcoll ¢ Co., for Saunderson, Lancaster ; Cunliffes 
$ Davenport, for E. Walker, Ulverston. 
(Reported by E. G. Srr.uwatt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


OSBORN v. WOOD & BROTHERS. Div. Court. 10th Dec. 
Corron Oxora Facrorres Act, 1889 (53 & 53 Vior. co. 62), s. 13— 
Prwattigs ror Orrences—Panatty wot Repvcasie unpse Sacrion 4— 
Summary Jurisprcriox Acr, 1879 (42 & 43 Vier. c. 49). 

This was a case pry ag sy cnet county of Lancaster. At 
a petty sessions held at Bury, county 0! 
wes omens ey B H. Osborn, the appellant, an inspector 







within the meaning of ‘the Cotton loth Factorie 1889, did allow an 
amouat of moisture here ach cc oth 

in excess of such amount as is ted by the number of ot 
moistlfe per SuBTS Toot ot ir shown in otf the table i, Sahel 
A to that Act, o te to such figure in column 2 as represents & - 
perature e 4 such cotton cloth factory at such time, this being a 
contravention of the Act repeated within twelve months after notice in 
writing to the occupiers of the said factory of a similar contravention of 
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the provisions of the said Ac 

12th of August, 1895, and on the 6th 

writing were given to the tra’ 

Cotton Cloth Factories Act on two occasions prior to dates of these 

notice«, but within twelve months of the 27th-of March, 1896, the date 

upon which the offence the justices adjudicated upon was sltegss to have 

been committed. Section 1 oe _ 

case of any cotton cloth factory there is a vention 

pliance with any of the provisions of this Act, the inspector shall give 

notice in writing to the ocoupter of the same of the 

constituting the contravention or non-compliance, and if 

omissions or any of them are cootinued or not remedied, or 

within twelve months after such notice has been given, the oompier of 
conviction nce to 


ae 
2 
Pay 


more than twen .”’ On behalf of 


t was contended 
reer & 43 Vict. c. 49), empo 
. Them found 


follo cases were cited di the arguments . v. County Court 
Judge of Halifax (30 W. L 1891, 2 Q. B. ), Dobbs v. Grand 
Junction Waterworks (31 W. R. 18, 9 Q. B. D. 151), Rey. v. Oastler 
(50 L. J. M. ©. 4). 

Tux Court (Wits and Watcur, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wis, J.—Section 13 enacted that in the event of certain specific acts 
being done an offence is committed, the of which is a fine of not 
less £5. The enactment was quite These offences had 
been expressly taken out of the scope of section 4 of the Summary Juris- 








reduction ofa fi 


where I 
COL trary. .no 
Counszt, Sutton ; Dane Soticrrors, Solis 
cliffes ¢ Rawle, tor John Hall, Bury, Lancashire. 
[Reported by E. G. St1uwext, Barrister-at-Law.) 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants) ». HOBBIS (Respondent). Div. 
Court. 10th Dec. 





County Councr.—Danourovs Straucrura—Noricez ro Remove on Rerar— 
Recovery or Expensrs—MrniereriaL Duty or County Councrt—Lonpon 
Buripmne Act, 1894. 


stated the metropolitan police magistrates. 
igeatand Bosca Oe ee known as a 


The 

Poplar, in the county of London, was summoned magistrate 

by the appellants for the recovery of certain by them in 
matter of a structure, to wit, the said No. 331, Ferry-road, 


; 
E 
4 
| 





permanent. To hold otherwise would 
allowed and 
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the thied schedule of the said Act. These steps were taken in the ordinary 
matter of course by the office. Except as aforesaid, the us state 
of the structure was not made known to the London County Counc'l, the 
ts, and the matter of the said structure was not, except as afore- 
dealt with by the London County Council or brought before them in 
any way whatever. The appellants contended that the powers and dutier 
conferred on them under sections 103 and 106 of the said Act were minis- 
terial only, and had been duly delegsted to, and were properly exercis- 
able by and under the supervision of their superintending architect. The 
magistrate held that the expenses, if recoverable at all, could only be 
recovered where sections 103, 105, and 106 of the said Act had been com- 
yas with ; that those sections had not been complied with, inasmuch as 
t had not been made known to the appellants that the structure was in a 
dangerous state and the appellants not required a survey of the struc- 
ture to be made under section 103, nor had they caused the notices to be 
served on the respondent under section 106; that the appellants had no 
authority to delegate their gee to the superintending architect so that 
the rou followed in his department was nota compliance with the sec- 
tion in question. The question for the opinion of the court was whether 
such sion was right in law.. Certain standing orders made by the 
London County Council on the 23rd of November, 1894, relating to dan- 
gerous structures were referred to as part of the case. The London County 
Council ed. 

Tus Covart (Wits and Waricut, JJ.) held that the magistrates’ decision 
was wrongin law. The duties conferred upon the London County Council 
im such @ case were purely ministerial, and an action of this kind must be 
taken by a duly authorized.person without waiting for the decision of the 
County Co asa body. The appeal would therefore be allowed, and 
the case be remitted to the magistrate. Appeal allowed.—OounsgL, Avory. 
Soricrror, Blaziand ; Respondent in person. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Barrister-at-Law. | 


UMFREVILLE (Appellant) ». LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Respondents). 
Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


Loca GovgRNMENT—CowkKeEPER—Licences Not Requirep By Farmer— 
Pustic HeattH (Lonpon) Acr, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), ss. 20, 28, 
141. 


Special case. This was an appeal from the decision of Mr. Bullock- 
Marsham, a metropolitan magistrate sitting at Greenwich Police Court. 
The charge preferred against Mr. Umfreville by an inspector of the Lon- 
don County Council was that he, being a person carrying on the trade of a 
dairyman, did unlawfully use certain premises at Joy Farm, Brockley, as 
a cowhouse without a licence from the London County Council, contrary 
to the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. The question was whether Mr. 
Umfreville was a ‘‘ cowkeeper’’ within the meaning of section 20 as read 
with section 141 of the Act. Sub-section 1 of section 20 directs that ‘‘a 
ee the business of dairyman shall not use any premises in 

_ the city boundary) as a cowhouse or place for keeping 

cows wi t a licence from the London County Couccil. Section 141 
defines the word “‘ dairy ’’ as including ‘‘ any farm, farmhouse, c .wshed, 
milk store, or other place from which milk is supplied, or in which milk is 
kept for the purposes of sale.’’ The magistrate convicted, but stated this 
case for the opinion of the court. The appellant appeared in person, and 
in support of the facts stated in the special case, said he was a farmer and 
not a cowkeeper. He was the occupier of Joy Farm, and was, at the 
time the information was laid, keeping upon part of the premises fitted 
up as a cowshed three cows, five heifers, a young bull, and three calves. 
of the cows were in full milk. He did not sell the milk, but ueed 

it to rear up and fatten the calves, which he afterwards sold. He was not 
a dairyman or cowkeeper, but farmed the land, and us an incident thereto 
fattened calves for sale to butchers. For the County Council it was con- 
tended that the word ‘‘ cowkeeper ’’ included a business like that carried 
on by the appellant, and that a licence ought to be taken out for it. The 
County Council pressed the matter, on the ground that the business, if 
carried on, might be dangerous to the public health, and that, 
if the premises were liceaced, they would from time to time be inspected 


upon. 

Tu Covar(Wix1s and Wricur, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wuzzs, J., eaid Mr. Umfreville had committed no offence under the Act 
untess he was on a business as a ‘‘cowkeeper’’ without having 
y capes a or ale ‘rom bees ra ad a @ case ee business of 

a to him to be that of a farmer and nothing else. 

Tttended that a farmer who, as an incident in the occupa- 

tion of his farm, kept cows, was to be included in the terms used in the 
Act to define a dairyman, the appellant was not liable to take out a cuw- 
slicence. In his opinion the words of the Act were never intended 

to have so wide a meaning, and did not include a business such as that 
appellant carried on. It had been urged that such premises 


BSE 


that view, as ample power was given by other sections of the Act to local 
authorities to insure the public from any danger of impure milk or from 
being 80 managed as to become a nuisance and dangerous to 


Waieut, J., concurred. Carrying on the business of a cowkeeper was a 

business of itself. Here the appellant carried on, not the business 

a cowkeeper but that of a farmer. allowed wi'h costs.—Counssg. 
ror Responpants, Daldy. Soxicrron, W. A. Blaziand. 


g 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


DENNIS v. FORBES AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


Expoyvmer’s Liastmary—Acrion sy Foreman Enorvesr —‘* Workman” 
Emptorep iv Manvat Lanourn—Non-surr—Emptoygers AND WorKMEN 


the 
be licenced on the ground of public policy. He did not agree with | 
W, 


Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 90), s. 10; Empzoyvers’ Liantmrry Acr, 
1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 42), s. 8. 


This was an a from the judgment of a non-suit of the deputy. 
judge of the ‘age Londoa Court (Mr. Robins), given in an action 
brought under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, by the appellant 
as widow of one Henry Deonis, who at the time of the accident was 
employed as foreman engineer by the defendants. The short point for 


the decision of the court was wether Dennis was a *‘ workmen * within 
the of section 8 of “ e Pp y-judge after 
hearing evidence, held that the deceased man was not a “‘ workman,” and 
non-suited the plaintiff. The evidence of employment was to this effect. 
Denois had for many years been employed as a fitter and turner by the 
defendant firm, but for t two years foreman ; 
neer on their works. It was con y the defendants’ co » who 
as a preliminary objection to the case being heard, that 
the evidence sbewed that Dennis was not at the time employed in manu:l 
labour, unless there was a breakdown, or the firm happened to be for 
day or two shorthanded. He stated that he was prepared to prove that 
in fact Dennis had not been so employed on more than four occasions 
within the last two years, and these exceptions, he contended, did not b 
his regular employment within the meaning of section 8 of the — 
Liability Act, 1880. That section limits the class of persons who ma 
bring actions under that Act to railway servants, and those who wou 
come within the definition of a ‘‘ workman” given in section 10 of the 
Employers and Workmen Act, 1875. The material part of section 10 is 
as follows: A workmen is any person ‘‘ who, being employed as journey- 
man, artificer, handicraftsman, miner, or other en, in ual 
iE, + en or works uni a@ contract an 
émployer.’’ 


Tur Court (Wiis and Wricut, JJ.) held that the judgment of the 
non-suit entered for the defendants was right, and dismissed the appeal.— 
Counszn, P. 7. Blackwell; Ellis Hill Soxtcrrons, 8. Meyers ; Watson, Sons, 


§ Room. 
(Reported by Ensxiwe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 


REG. v. SODEN AND OVEREND. 16th Dec. 


PARLIAMENTARY Francutss — RecisrraTion —OnsgcTion TO VoTsr— 
Crostine tHe List —28 & 29 Vicr. o. 36, 8. 15. 


In this a rule nisi had been obtained for a mandamus calling upon 
Mr. Soden. revising barrister Tor Leeds, to shew cause why he should not 
state acase. The rule was obtained on the application of one Sykes, 
whose name had been removed from the list of Parliamentary voters for 


c 
sions of Leeds, and also to separate contentious from non-contentious 
business. In September, 1896, four sittings were fixed for the Central 
Division of Leeds—i ¢., one on the 12th and 14th and two on the 15th, and 
notice was given that the lists would be closed on the evening of the 15th. 
On that dav, at the conclusion of the sitting, the revising barrister satis- 
fied himself that there were no more present desirous of being 
heard either in support of claims or in answer to notices of objection. 
On Wednesday, the 16th, the barrister took the objection list for the pur- 
pose of striking out the names of persons who had been objected to, and who 
had not appeared at the previous sittings. The name of Sykes appeared on 
the list oF rsons objected to, and on the name being read out, Linforth 

a@ registration agent, appearing on Sykes’ behalf, said ‘‘ No objection.’ 

Evideuce of service of the notice of objection was then given, and the 
revising barrister removed the name o = ny to Division 3. Linforth 
then claimed to be allowed to call Sykes, who was present to give evidence 
in answer to the objection. The barrister refused to hear Sykes on the 
ground that the lists had been closed on the previous evening, when Sykes 


had had an opportunity of being heard if he had desired it. Affidavits 

been ~ Linforth and Sykes, which alleged that Linfortttad 

mentioned on the prepared to prove that the objection to 

Sykes was bad ; but this allegation was not admitted by the barrister. It 

was contended in s' rt of the barris no 
5 off a name un objection had been proved, and pri 


power 
facie evidence having been given in support of the objection, the person 
objected to had a right to be heard in reply: 41 & 42 Vict. c. 26, s. 28 (8). 

Tue Covrt (Wits and Waicur, JJ.) discharged the rule. 

Wuts, J., said that it wasa t pity that persons spent all their 
energy in making things difficult for the revising barrister, instead of 
loyally assisting him in the discharge of his onerous duties. The revising 
barrister had made convenient rules for carrying on the n 
business of his court, and if wanted their cases treated as con 
cases, the practice was perfectly well known. His lordship acce 
Mr. Soden’s version of what occurred. No effective steps had 
taken by Linthorpe to inform the barrister that the objection to Sykes 
was to be contested. Therefore the case went over to the next day as an 
uncontested case, the only question being as to the service of the notice 
of objection. 


Waicut, J., agreed. He did not think there was any power to state a 
case in such a case as this. The application should have been for a mandamus 
to the revising barrister to hear and determine the case. Rule discharged. 
—Counssi, H. Sutton; W. Graham; Lewis Thomas. Souicrrors, Solicitor 
to Treasury ; Hickin Smith § Capel-Cure; A. Scott Lawson, for Walter 





E. H. Foster, Leeds. 
[Beported by F. 0. Rosixson, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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Leeds on the objection of Overend. The re barrister had filed an ~ 
affidavit, from which the facts a as follows. 
ustom of thé barrister tO Mold a re co of the five divi- 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
GOLD REEFS OF WEST AUSTRALIA (LIM.) v, DAWSON. North, J. 
18th Dec. 


Practice — Name or Company vsep wituout AvrHoriry — Soticrrors 


Orpersp To Pay Costs. 


been argu 


Th ed the previous week, when his lordship 
t 


mo 

t giving notice of discontinuance of the action did aid not-praven 
the bringing on Of a motion to strike out the name of company as 
pgs ent WBE the solicitors might be personally Ordered 25 Hay” the: 
costs of the motion. Fresh evidence was brought forward in order to 


shew that the use of the company’s name had in fact been authorized. 


It appeared that the action was commenced on the 3rd of September in 


the}name of the directors and four other persons. {The company was at 
this time in voluntary liquidation. A meeting was held on the 29th of 
September, at which (amongst others) certain persons who were held by 
bis lordship not to be members of the company were present, and they 
rted to resolve that the reer | up was against the interests of the 
company, and that the action in the name of the company should be 
authorized. It was said that in any event the delay prevented the motion 
from being successful. 
Norrn, J.—It seems to me that no authority whatever was given by the 
company to commence this action. The action was commenced upon the 


3rd of September, and until the 29th of September the proceedings in the 
name of the company were wholly unauthorized. The fact that 

directors were co-plaintiffs gave no such authority. It is said that the 
solicitors had suthority because of a meeting on the 29th of September, 
at which two directors only were present. What 
directors to act then? None whatever. 
the co’ 


power had those 
Section 133 (5) shews that 
encement of a winding up the directors can 
Fhe compaly—in—general—mert! tH 
notion. Here there is no sanction by the liquidator or authority giver 
by the company in general meeting. It is said that authority was sub- 
sequently given, but I am not satisfied as to this alleged ratification. The 
meeting of the 29th of September included a number of people who were 
not members of the company, and this ez post facto approval by the 
meeting of making the company a plaintiff is not made out. It is said 
that the application is too late, but five people were tiffe, and striking 
out the name of the company would not terminate the action. I make an 
order striking out the name of the company as plaintiffs, and order the 
solicitors to pay the costs, including the costs of the company.—CounsgL, 
Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Duka; Kenyon Parker. Soxtcrrors, Gover 
Chiles ; Wyatt, Digby, ¢ Co. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamittow, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


17 Dec.—Hzwry Ronzrt Exron. 
18 Dec.—Faep. Writans Farrer (Huddersfield). 
21 Dec.—Artuurn Hersert Drake. 


when 


















LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Sprrcrat GenepaL Merrie. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, I am directed to inform you 
that a special general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the hall of the society, on Friday, the 29th of January. 1897. 

Members who desire to move resolutions should give notice of them to 
the secretary on or before the 6th of January, 1897, as it will be necessary 
to include them in the notice to members convening the meetiug. 

(By Order) E. W. Wiu1amson, 

December 21, 1896. 


SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The fourth annual dinner of this association was held on Thureday 
night, the 17th inst., inthe King’s Hall of the Holborn Restaurant, under 
the presidency of Mr. F. T. Davies. Among the guests were Sir Francis 
Jeune, Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Romer, Mr. Justice Lawrance, 
Sir William W. Karslake, Q.C. 

The Chairman, in proposing ‘“‘The Queen,’’ said he had transmitted 
to her Majesty the congratulations of the association on the attainment of 
the longest reign, and had received the ower | reply : 
Castle, December 17, 1896.—Sir,—I am commanded by the Queen to 
that you will be good enough to convey to the 

Clerks’ Association her Majesty’s best thanks for the kind 
expression of their congratulations and assurances of loyalty which was 
contained in your letter to me of yesterday.—I have the honour to be, Sir, 
your obedient servant, Anruur Brecs.”’ 

Sir Francis Jeune, in proposing the toast of ‘‘The Association,” 
pea the pleasure with which he fuund himself present at that splen- 

—a pleasure which was enhanced by the pee Se 
it was a company of men actuated by a sense of duty. It was always a 
pleasure to meet lawyers and to di:cuss matters of common interest to 


Cuanviar, of 8, 
hem; but on the present occasion they had something more in appointed by the Council of the Law 










§ | it would be their own fault. 





branches of the profession had wider audiences. 


a were _—— Fgh « ambitions 
ere, CO not same general 
eer 0 


scope of managing clerks. It 
association because lawyers 
clerks, and their only competent le 
recognition would be fully accorded, that solicitors would welc me an 
association which did so much for those upon whose labours they depended, 
and be wes Gab to bnew Sat Mr. beg Mee by t 
w Society, expressed himself 
own that barristers knew how to 


pre-ided, and from his of 
vacation saddened by c say that judges 
never failed to ~ ye the services of managing clerks, whom they saw 
more often than their principals. 


The Chairman, in acknow 
in history a lawyer’s clerk 
brought them er It had been remarked that managing clerks had 
no social status; but if their position were not raised after that gathering 

His year of office had been 
that he had entertained five of her Majesty’s judges. 
among them would be an incentive Pe ies 
Oairns, the first president, belonged the credit of putting association 
o Mr Os peepee i Me ’s Judges,” which was responded 

r. Cairns pro er Majesty’s was to 
by Mr. Justice Kekewich and Mr. Justice Lawrance. 

Mr. Sonne arenes “The Bar and the Legal Profession,”’ to which 
Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., M.P., and Mr. Arnold Trinder replied. 

Mr. Kelleher proposed ‘‘ Our Guests and Visitors.”’ 

Mr. Justice Romer, who replied to the toast, said the entertainment of 
eee maging clerks 

e judges, while prerence guests 
feeling to the managing clerks. 
Sek ablelly to testify to ke hich they held managi 

ut c y to y to tin w u 
and to he efficient manner in w the 


= 


nepuesamnee $:00 bo Mg tg pale idee: gripe fpoytay 
out any exaggeration, from experieuce at as well as on 
bench, that managing clerks performed their duties ably and courteously. 

Mr. Robinson proposed ‘‘ The Officers,”’ and the toast was acknowledged 
by Mr. Turner, the secretary, and Mr. W. the treasurer, who 
conemneell amie cheas Waal dae aa Bahr Be 
dinner had been obtained. 

The health of the Chairman was proposed by Sir William W. Karslake 
Q.C., who said that he had known Mr. Davies for over twenty years, and 
eenegne to mp tn many interviews with him had been most profit- 











The Chairman ackn the and osed 
hearty vote of thanks to atten Tuts eas pra A and ue 
enjoyable evening brought to a close. 
LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS, 
an Dee iy ge ig ay Justice of Her ates 
a Court for China been appointed 
spores ¢ Majesty's Supreme Consular Court 


8 J of Her 
ry, ao elma 


Mr. Preror W. New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, has been 
Society an Assistant Examiner 
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CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Drsso.vurions. 


Hauwry Samvust Davy and Artuur How1anp Jackson, solicitors, Ring- 
wood and oo (Davy & Jackson). Dec.2. The said Arthur 
Howland Jackson will in future alone carry on the said business under 
the same style. 

Wriu1am Grorcr Davies and Epwarp Arnotp Dyer, solicitors, 3, Rood- 
lane, and 75, Rochester-row, London (Philpin, Davies, & Dyer). Nov. 7. 

[Gazette, Dec. 18. 


Harotp Marx Carrer, Wattzr Ramspen, and Norton Carrer, solicitors, 
Leeds (Carter, Ramsden, & Carter). July 7. The said Walter Ramsden and 
Norton Carter will continue to carry on the said profession or business on 
their —_ account under the said style of Carter, Ramsden, & Carter as 
heretofore 


Pgrcy Hotes and Ricnarp Ampuustr Garpwygr, solicitors, Abchurch 
ae Sherborne-lane, London (Parson, Lee, Holmes, & Gardner). 


Epwarp Francis Day, Cxartzs Russert, and Witrrm Francis 
Brovowam, solicitors, 37, Norfolk-street, Strand, London (Day, Russell, 
& Brougham), so far as the said Wilfrid Francis’ Brougham is concerned. 
Dec. 16. The said Edward Francis Day and Charles Russell will continue 
th» said business under the style or firm of Day, Russell, & Oo. 

[ Gazette, Dec. 22. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Newton, the magistrate of Marlborough-street 
po ae is about to retire from the bench. Mr. Newton has occu- 
the position for thirty years. 


— rooms in the Royal Courts of Justice recently occupied by the 
Wreck Commissioners have been appropriated to the branch of the 
Treasury Solicitors’ Office, formed by the taking over of the business 
formerly carried on by Messrs. Hare & Co, as agents to the Treasury 
Solicitor. 


concert was given on the 15th inst. by the Inns of Court 

ety in the hall of Gray’s-inn by permission of the treasurer 
pe gost masters of the bench. There was an interesting programme, which 
was well performed under the guidance of Mr. Arthur W. Payne, whose 
artistic rendering of De Beriot’s 2nd violin concerto formed one of the 
features of the evening. 


On the 18th inst. the Sere, oe for private Bills for the session of 
1897 were deposited in the - There are, says the Times, 
— Bills of all descriptions—railways, ee tramways, gas end water, 

&c., as against 199 last year. The largest number of Bills were deposited 
by Messrs. Sherwood & Oo.—viz., 50; Messrs. Dyson & Oo., 35; Messrs. 
Bell, 23; Messrs. Martin & Leslie, 20; Messrs. Rees & Frere, ‘17; and 
Messrs. Sharpe & Co., 16. 

Sir Frank Lockwood, says the St. James’s Gazette, although well known 
asa caricaturist, seldom allows his performances to travel beyond the 
— of his acquaintances. An exception has, however, been made by 

in the case of the ‘‘ Devil’s Own”’ gn eg at whose concert the 
was ornamented by a row of judges smoking long clays and 
to the dulcet se of an Inns of ont songster. 


A smoking concert was "all by Inns of Court Rifle Corps on the 
21st inst., in the Middle I bt soe te permission of the benchers. The 
Prince of Wales was among guests, Jf included the Lord Chancellor 
and many of the a. The Prince of Wales was received by 
Tipenennnt-Ontonel 8 8. Lofthouse, commanding the Inns of Court 
Volunteers, who presented to his Royal Highness the eenior officers of the 
corps, on Bolonel Bulwer, Cnlonel Russell, and Colonel Coltman 
former co commanding the corps), Major Glen, and Major Sankey 
yen depen A ng entertainment was hed by the meibers of 

the corps, Mr. George Grossmith, Mr. Phil May, Mr. 
John Proctor, Mr. our Geo! y Thorn, and others. 

On the 17th inst, at the Central Criminal Court, says the Zimes, Mr. 
— Staniland, solicitor, appeared on on & charge of 
obtaining 4s 6d. by false pretences. The defendant said he was advised 
pod og be Guilty,’ it ae a a technical or ®..- aoe Avory, who, 

Mr. Travers Humphreys, appeared for corporated Law Society, 

aad that the allegation against the defendant was 

ne to He ry for rer affidavits which were sworn 
betore hin he pretend at the time to be duly qualified to administer 
The Society had taken up the case because of its importance and 
because there was reason to believe that a number yy 5 ree not duly 
qualified were: « the habit of taking affidavits. The defendant had been 
a solicitor for many years, and he was a commissioner to administer oaths. 
In 1894 some complaint was made against pron alleen Aad py 
sional misconduct, and the High Oourt suspended him from practice for 
During the period of his suspension he continued to take 
affidavits and receive fees as commissioner, notwithstanding the fact that, 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fatway, Dec. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep m Caanozry. 


Seana 4 Sons, anyon Se Guan) — Catan | scent, oo : ape ae Jan %, 

seni mages ome resses, and the particulars sir debts claims, 

George Robert Barclay, 95, F: st to 

Besrston Cyo_e axp Seeneans Co, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 29, 
to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ernest est Frank Peirson, 15, Holborn viaduct V;: oat, ate © See 

New Sr Avovstive, Luotep —Creditors are — to send their names and 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ni 30 and 31, 
Swithin’s lane Creditors residing in the United m to send on or before Feb 1; 
elsewhere on March 31 Dale & Cornhill, solors for liquidator 

West Soemmeates we Disrnict) Trapixe ' Corporation ag for win 
ON ney 14, directed to be heard Jan 11. Maddisons, 1 1, King’s Arms 

otice of iiscdlan tsdeeans tes choad inter an 3 Sele Go 


noon of Jan 9 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep m CHancery. 
Axyipsaa Fine Escaps Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the ars of their debts or claims, to C. Whitting. 
ton Cadle, 90, Cannon st. Travers & Co, solors to liquidator 
Gray & Gripert, Liurre>—Petn for winding up. Ty ae Dec 17, directed to be heard 
on Jan 11. Bolton & Lee, 3, , Se gdns, oie for petner. Notice of appearing 


must reach the above-named not Se gaene Oerees Os in oteenoen ot Pen 8 
Hows Cycie anv Szwine woues Co, Limrrgp—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 21, 
directed to be heard on y,,Jan 11, Linklater & Co, 2, Bond et, Walbrook. 
solors. = Rhy ust reach the above-named not iater than 6 


petner’s 

o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 7 
Merzor Incaypescent Licatine co, Lontrep—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard 

on Dec 7, was adjourned by the Court, Eee ee ee Phelps 

& Co, 22, Aldermanbury, — day petners. of appearing must reach the above. 


named ni to afternoon et Jan 10 

Mip-Keyt Buitpisea axp Contractine Works, ont Pe are required, on 
before yar to names and addresses, and the particulars of their debés and 
claims, to P. A. Boulton, 110, ) Gomaen at 


NortHery docneraus Syxnicate, Se are required, on or before Feb 1, 
to send their names and addresses, of their Se ot Seine, Se 
Mr Henry Pincott Hill, 1 a Austinfrien 


Wesr Ivp1an anv Batis Guiana io Co, Liuirzp—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 
zB. directed to heard on Jan 11 28, my st, solor for 
Notice of appearing must ust reach the above-named not later 6 o'clock in the after. 
noon ‘an 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Faiznpty Society, Fox Inn, Hilton, Blandford, Dorset Dec 9 








WakNING TO INTENDING Hovss Porcuasgrs AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 8. 
Anz, a Srepnex, Arlington, Sussex, Yeoman Jan 15 Ade v Nicholson, Kekewich, 


Be A. Henry Ervest, Kingtm on Hull, Merchant Janil West v Barrett, Chitty, 
J Laverack, Kingston on 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, Dec. 15. 
en ~ ne Ricuarp, Kingston upon Hull, Yeast Importer Febi1 Jacobs & Dixon, 


Batpwin, Jonn Lorainz, Chepstow, Mon Janill Gedge & Co, Gt George st 
Barcent, Gzorcz, Landport, Portsea Jan12 Lush, Southsea 

Barr, Axw, Edgwarerd Jan 31 C& E Woodroffe, Gt Doverst 

Boppixectox, Mary Ayye, Ditchling, Sussex Jan 18 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Crapmay, Davin, Attercliffe, Sheffield Jan27 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Coutunson, Saran, Sleaford, Lincoln Jan16 Jessop & Co, Sieaford 

Cooxs, Cuantes Epwarp Sreruey, Loversall, York Jan10 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Copracs, Samus, Solihull, Warwick Jani2 Pointon, Birmingham 

Crort, Mantua, Hunslet, Leeds Jan31 Granger & Son, Leeds 

Davies, Avausta, Newport, Mon Jan 31 Gardner & Herbert, Newport 

D’Aviapor, Countess Racuzt, Palace ct Jan10 Futvoye & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Dixgam, Jonn Wuantoyx, West Hampstead Jan7 Peard & Son, Sise lane 
Fanewnse, James Jouy, Blandford, Dorset Feb1 Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn 


Fextow, Wissen: Purlwell, Batley, York Jan 20 Scholefield & Co, Batley 

Fietrcuer, Joun, Eckington, Derby, Farmer March 25 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Guienpininc, ALexaxpsr, Norfolk Feb1 Duffield & Bruty, New Broad st 

Grecory, Marrna, Salford Dec 31 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 

Grecory, Wiii1am, Salford Dec31 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 

Haxniss, James Forpuam, Tunbridge Wells Jan 30 Rhodes & Son, Dowgate hill 
Hoays, Hanwan, Ilkley, York Jan9 Robinson & Co, Bradford 

Janes, Joux, Suffolk st, Pall mall East, Solicitor Jan 25 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, 





Se Jani1é6 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Blooms- 





—_—__ 


Kino, Guc 
Leon, Mr: 
Parrisoy, 
PsaRvon, 
Peters, v 
PowBLt, ] 
PuLFORD, 
Rarsos, « 
BryxoLp 
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Kixe, Groner, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 11 Richardson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Leou, Mrs Evrrn Manet, Chester Jani4 Brown & Co, Stockpurt 

Parrisox, Eurty Cauestive, Ealing Jan 20 Hores & Pattison, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Prarvon, James, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Farmer Dec31 Steele, Moretonham pstead 
Perens, Wit.1aM, Exeter, Merchant Feb1 Burch & Son, Exeter 

Powsit, Evax Tuomas, Brecon, Farmer Jan 16 Thomas, Brecon 

Punrorp, Atrrep, Tunbridge Wells Jan 20 Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Rarsox, Jonx, Margate Feb12 Boys, Margate 


Berxoips, Henny, Suffolk, Farmer Jani5 Welton, Woodbridge 
Roserts, James, Shoreditch High st March 1 Ashley & Co, Frederick’s-place, Old 


Jewry 
Sapien, Coanies, Hampton Court Jan9 Goodman, East Molesey, Surrey 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.— Faivay, Dec. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


enon, Jousx, Woolstanwood, > Crewe, Builder Nant- 
wich Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 











Vayem, Ord Deo te Yorks, Plumber Bradfurd Pet 

Wake aurics, Doncaster, Wholesale Confectioner 
Sheflield Pet Bee 18. Ord Dee 15 

Wavtor, cL, Brentford Ord Nov 14 Pet 


15 
Waseem & Jouyn Epwanp, Shrewsbury, Monumental Mason 





Beveripcr, Joun James, Halesworth, aes 3 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 1 

Beamuact, Hervert, Sheffield, Retail Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 


Buantox, C Francis, Crawley, Sussex Brighton Pet Nov 
2 Ord Dec 14 


Buu, eee, yo Oxfords, Coachbuilder Banbury 
Pet Dec 3 

Cuampeetain, CuaRies lsieine Eaton, Norwich Nor- 
wich Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 

Cizaver, Rosert, Marden, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 4 

Danoearietp, Ricnarp James, Swansea, Tobacconist 
Swansea Pet 5 


ps SvERTCHKOFF, ALEXANDER, ee Bridge rd High 
Court Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 1 
Dovz, ig my | ~ Tailor Chesterfield Pet 
Dec 14 


Doxrorp, Timoray, See, Mirfield, Innkeeper Dews- 
bury Pet Deci6 Ord Dec 16 

Donoes, Joux, Mo wy mys eee Gasfitter Birmingham 
Pet 

Esrey, Ricuarp, Cardiff. Draper Cardiff Pet Dec 14 
Ord Dec 14 


Evays, Toomas Jonw, and Evan Epnoar Evans, Bridgend, 
General Printers Cardiff Pet Dec 16 Ord 


16 
Fearsitey, Josnua Wuirenzap, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 
15 Ord Dec 15 
Fyrz, Joun Cummins, Ipswich, Bookseller Ipswich Pet 
Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Groncz, Tuomas, Trecynon, Aberdare, Furniture Dealer 
Aberdare Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Goopmax, Jacos, Cardiff, Tobacconist Cardiff Pet Dec 
15 


Ord Dec 15 
Gorvox, Joun Woop, Notting Hill High Court Pet Dec 
14 Ord Dec 14 


Hazrison, Grune, Sen, _—, Lines, Fermer Lincoln 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 

Hannison, ne jun, : . Lines, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 

Haypex, he Westey, , ro Surrey Croydon Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Dec ll 


Heanx, Rosert Henry, Ipswich, Seed Merchant Ipswich 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Hover, Epwarp Groner, ‘Kentish, Town, Draper High 
Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 

a oy James, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet Dec 16 Ord 

Jackson, , See Lancs, Boot Dealer Bolton Pet 

J Nov 36 Rey tn + Bli Maker Sund: 

'ACOBS, oy, wearmout er er- 
land Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 1 aid 

Jonns, har Northwich, + Nantwich Pet 
Dec15 Ord Dec 15 

iawn, = Heeos, Be pSeer ee, Gescee Newport, Mon PetDec 


ite CHARLES a NE and Liga Wituiam Lock, 

ine. & Horee Slaughterm Reading Pet Dec 15 

Lovurs, Gronor, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 15 
15 


Mattasy, Wittiam Ca.tuorpsr, Seymour st, Edgware rd 

High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 16 

Mansuatt, Wituiam Hewry, samy Derbys, Carrier 

aa Derby Pet a + en oe » Os 
RTIN, NRY ¥. xton, Cheesemonger art 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 ay: 

a" Aare pete nd Norfolk Norwich Pet Dec 


rd Dec 16 
Neacz, Cuantes Tuomas, Orston, Notts,Gent Notting- 
ham Pet Decl Ord Decl5 


Norana oy, Piccadilly, St James’s, Tobacco Mer- 
chants h Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 16 

Pearce, Lavan, Cardiff, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet Dec 15 

P Ord oy 15 i Ch 

BRCiVAL, Tuomas, Appleton, Cheshire, Farmer Warring- 
ton Pet Decl6 Ord Dec 16 

Price, Jouy, —— darren, Merthyr Tydfil, Licensed Vic- 
tualler yr Tydal Pet Dec ? Ord Dee 15 
roe, Pr = urniey Burnley Pet Nov 30 Ord 


Proxensaiut, W hod — pe Wakefield Wakefield Pet Dec 
Sarno een Southport, Lancs, Cycle Dealer Liver- 
Nov3 Ord Dec 14 
Sza., Samuzs, Derby Derby Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 
8 Louisa, Rhyl, Flints, Schoolmistress Ban- 
Pet Dec 15 ( bed baene ” 


Brovatiy Samus, a*~ -- Croydon Pet Dec 14 Ord 





Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Wixes, Rosear Se Sees, ay Sate Leeds Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec. 8: 
Gites, Mary Matitpa, Kew Wandsworth Pet Nov 12 
Ord Dec 3 


FIRST MEETIN GB. 


Batrersnect, Franors, Harbut rd, New Wandsworth, 
Wood Engraver Dec 31 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 


London Bridge 
Bomety. Tomas th pe Broxbourne, Herts, Miller Jan 


Bonn, Marcarer, ‘Accrington Jan 13 at 1 County Court 
House, Blackburn 

Buswe.t, Groner, Leicester Jan 2 at 12.30 County Court 
Bt Northam: 


‘ouse, 

Curttox, Atraep, Worthing, Cycle Dealer Dec 30 at 3.30 
Off Ree, Railway app, — Bridge 

Chee Ropert, 


Coruastox, Eowix, Luton, Beds Dec 29 at 11 Court 
D 7 Ww Gt Clerk Dec Slatil Off 
Avison, WILLIAM, . 
Ree, 15, Osborne Me Gt Geteasby 
Dossox, Louisa Ayn, Hastings Jan 5 at 12 Young & 


Fraser, James Jounson, —-. Veterinary Surgeon 
Dee st, Leicester 


30 at12 Off Rec, 1 , Berridge st, 
Fyre, Joun Cumuiw Iysetth, Bostaslie Dec 30 at 11.45 
Gt Eastern 


verpool st, London 
Giies, Mary Matiupa, Kew Dec 31 at 12.30 24, Rail- 
Seed Merchant Dec 23 
Hitt, Save, in ia Tp Dec 30at2 Of 
A 
Ree, 36, Victoria st, Li 


Jonrs, Witttam Picxeaixe Worthing Dec 30 at 11.30 
Melville Worthing 

Makrgvey, Horace Wituiam, Tailor Jan7 at 12.30 
Off Bank Corn st, Bristol 

MELLING, her nae , Lanes, Farmer Dec 29 at 3 


Srewart, Witu1am Henry beim ey porenwest, Engineer 
Dee 31 at10 10, : Cowes 
see ys J fr Hl aed Dec 31 
ll 
Wa xen, Harry, Yorks, eae Dee 30 at 11 
31, mo Bradford 


Warxins, Joux Epwakgp, Shrowsbsr7, Monumental Mason 
Dec 31 at 11 Off Rec, Shrewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxixsox, Henny Jonx, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Decll 


Bevenriper, Joux James, Halesworth, Suffolk, Surgeon 
2 o Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
RAMBALL, Hexsert, Sheffield, Retail 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 
Burrtox, pred Ha ursvrtow, Stamford hill, Hosier High 
o ae we Ord Deo 15 
xnot, Gustave ADOLPHE Busklersbury High Court 
«Pet 'Dec 2 Ord Dec 15” 


PR sg Gi Wiuu.iax,  . Bae, 
Groundman Norwich yt. Ord Dec 

my —_ Dealer" Brighton Pet 

cet beet Ord Dee it Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
hs 


app, 
Heaay, Rosert Heyny, 
at2 Off 





Cottet, Epwarp Feraxcts, Solicitor 
Beioen Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 15; 
oe ar yO” pret _ Chesterfield, Tailor Chesterfield Pet 


me Timoruy, Hopton, Mirfield, Inkeeper Dews- 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 16 
~—, — Cardiff, Cardiff Pet Dec 12 
Fearsiey, Josnua Wuirenzap, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 
15 Ord Dec 15 
Frrs, s, Joux Ccxxsx, Tpewich Bookseller Ipswich Pet 
ees Aberdare, Furniture Dealer 
PetDec ih Ord 


Dec 16 
Png My Woon, Notting Hill High Court Pet Dec 
4 Ord Dec 14 


1 
Haouxsvcn, Ouancas Hawn wy = eo Bradford, 














Sauxpers, Garxs, Gt Hampton, Bucks, Farmer Jan12 Parker & Son, High Wycombe 
Suits, Rev Jauzs Inv, M.A., Lee Jan3 Smith & Co, Bread st 

Surru, Taomas James, Kingston upon Hull Jan1i6 Fullilove & Co, Cannon st 
Srevens, Jauns, Strood, Kent, Chemist Jan 9 Bobinson, Strood 

Srretixe, Patrick, Doncaster Jan 10 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 

Tazewe.t, Ricnarp Lockyer, Bridgwater, Somerset Feb1 Reed & Co, Bridgwater 
Tuomas, Cuantes, Marske by the Sea, York Jan 15 Spry, Middlesborough 

Wap.ine, Cuantorre Janz, Dover Jan22 Shearman, Gresham st 

‘Werseree, A.yrep Danret, Tuubridge Wells Jan 25 Cousins & Burbidge, Ports- 


Wirprrs, Witt1am Asranan, Valparaiso, Chili March 1 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 
Wricur, Saupson Bacwatt, Stoke on Trent, Beerseller Dec 19 Day, Stoke on 


H Cnccse ice, Glace, Tsem, Rane 
ARRISON, 
Pet Des 18 Ged Dee 15 
Hastert, Wittiam Grocer 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Deo 14 


Hupsow, Caaries Eow 
Bf os a 0, bet Deo 

UEBN DERICK 
tas Furrier High Court Pet Dec il Ord 


Dec 
Janeen, Aammn, Deity, Plumber Derby Pet Dec 16 Oid 


Jacoss, Harais, Bishopwearmouth, Slipper Maker Sunder- 
J J aay A Nantwich Pet 
ongs, Jos: 
Li aie 1s Femtrpool, Grocer Newport, Mon Pet 
Ewis, OC: 

Dee 14 OF 


Lock, Cuantes Henry, and Eowarp Witiiam Look, 
=~ ee Slaughterers Reading Pet Deo 16 
Loura, Gsorenr, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 15 


Mansuaie Wi Hs Derbys, Carrier 
HA ILLIAM WRY, 
Derby’ Pet Dee 14 Ord Dec 14” 
Maazrtix, Hexay Ray, Hoxton, Cheesemonger High Court 
Pet ‘Dec 15 Ord ‘Deo 16 
Marrnaws, Fasosnioc, Clifton, Saddler Bristol Pet Dec 
Nz ep, Hevingham, Norfolk Norwich Pet Deo 
oi6 "Ord Dee 18 
Cheshire, Farmer Warring- 


=o Dec th Cea Deb 16 
nemeeas Wittiam, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Dec 16 


r= eile Merye Byadl Fa Dee Ord Doo = om 


snamaeaem Se Se Cae Ban- 

16 

SrovEt Samuzt, Pet Dec 14 Ord 

Wag Feemne Doncaster, Yorks Sheffield Pet Dec 

Weossrer, Georcs, and Joux Brewis, Cannon st, Ware- 
housemen High Court Pet Nov2i Ord Dec 14 

Wives, Roperr, Roth nr Leeds, Hay Dealer Leeds 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 


Amended notice substituted for that in the 
phim te oy org 


Nortscort, Roozr Szccomss, Bude, Corn’ Butcher 
Barnstaple Pet Dec? Ord Deo 7 mys 
London Gasette.—Tunsvay, Dec. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asxix, Gsoroz Eouunp, West Bromwich, Beer Retailer 
West Bromwich Pet Deo 17 Ord Deo 17 
Clerk Wandsworth 














soe, So 1LLIaM, Putney, 


Cuarmax St Leonards-on-Sea, Grocer 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Cuarmax, N Baker North- 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Crarx, Geonas J. Westmorland, Architect 


D. J Grocer Pem- 

-, beds Dock’ Pet Dock’ Hee De 1 Sie" a 

set CARRE eas ean oe Gap 
‘Ord Deo 18” 


Ep Joux, Nuneaton, Iron Founder Pet 
"Serie" Os Bete “a 





QPES SE LEE PT IS 
coi 
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Friocxasrt, Hexey, Chalford, Oxfords, Farmer Oxford 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 16 

Farepuan, Exias, Manchester Manchester 
Pet Dec Ord Deo 17 


Grenox, Jauns, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Ginpors, WaLTER eee, 8th Woodford, Essex, Commis- 
sion Hizh Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
t Cuaries Wittiam, Northwich, Hairdresser Nant- 
fi Pet Dee 17 Ord Deo 17 
’ Josern Wausau, King’s Norton 
Birmin Pet Dec 18 Ord Deo 1 
Hart, Josnva ae | 


8; Loe Sur- 
am Bes 19 Ord Dee 19 


E. A W: Sy ay or _— t Gar 
AWKE BEL ILLIAM, Worcs, 2 — 
pina Worcester Doc 17 Ord Dec 1 

come pri, M, Notting Hil, Baker High Court Pet Dec 


med, Wiss, Weston Turville, paste, Poultry 


orton, es 


j Dealer Aylesbury Pet Dec17 Ord Deo 1 
4 —— _ Somerset, i. tm Yeovil 
Dec 18 


Jounsox, James oe any R aes Lincs, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 


Jonge, Be Davin, mp Sesietacgeet, Builder Merthyr Tydfil Pet 

Kxionr, on Hewry, + Ea Fruit Merchant 

La —%_ ~4 ye = ordi 6 8 Brigh 
w zst Lixewoop, Hove, Sussex, Draper - 
ton Pet Dec 17, Ord Deo 17 ; ue 

Lezion, Haarzy Wiicock, Sale, Cheshire, Salesman Lan- 
chester Dec 18 


-—* 2s 


Pet Dec18 Ord 
MoLoveuuix, James Anprew, New Cross, Buildsar High 
Dec17 Ord Dec 1 
Mason, Harry, Northam Shoe Manufacturer Nort - 


Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Mixer, Janz, Durham Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 17 
Ord Dec 


17 

Miarin, James Witiiam, Darlington, Boilersmith Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Deci8 Ord Dec 18 

Orp, Tuomas, Londside, Wylam, Farmer Newcastle on 

Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 17 

Owsy, Epwarp Davies, Ashton, Cheshire, Hay Dealer 
Chester Pet Deci7 Ord Dec 17 

Parnrort, Farprnricx Tuomas, Felmersham, Beds, Farmer 
Bedford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 19 

Pau.uirs, Evan, Lianover Upper, Mon, Farmer Tredegar 
Pet 17 Ord Dee 17 

Potmax, Eowm Jons, pe —, Confectioner 

Pet Dec i8 Ord Deci 

4 tl P Iron- 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

rorer, Gorleston, Suffolk, — Boat Owner 





Rayps., anrcy, F 


a 


‘armouth Pet Decl7 Ord Dec 1 
we 2. Davin, Liannor, ons, a Portmadoc 
Pet Dee 18, Ord Dee 18 
Regs, Row.anp, Canton, Cardiff, Decorator Cardiff Pet 
Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Russe.., Lewr Gaire, Norfolk . Regent’s Park High 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord 


Dec 1 
Senior, Cuanies Henny, Huddersfield Huddersfield Pet 


Dec 16 
Siater, Eowanp, Leeds Bradford Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


So.omons, Apranam, Rupert st, Shaftesbury avenue, Com- 
mission Agent i | Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
> oa Hove ker Brighton Pet Deci8 Ord 


Trer, | Foots Cray. Satan, Basket Maker 

Ww. , oe BL a Civil Engin Bal 

ape, Jaucs, or eer - 
ford Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 18 


Wanrrskt, Josern, &H~ Soodier Bangor Pet Dec 
5 Ord Dec 18 


Weosster, T G, West Dulwich, Engineer h Court 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 17 ex 

Warrraxer, Davin, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Dee 18 
Ord Dec 18 


WItx1Ns0n, aR Hulme, Manchester, Grocer, Man- 
chester Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Youne, Artuur, Victoria st, Westminster, Architect 
High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec 17 


Amended notice eubstituted for Set pebttehed in the 
London Gazette of 


Boxwp, Marcaret, Accrington Blackburn Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec? 

ee eee on tet in the 

ae eee See 

Corres, Wius.an & Marble 

Merchant Plymouth Pet Dec 11 PO na Dee’ 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
ny - Clothier Cardiff Rec Ord 


ast}r 





Pai.uirs, 

Novl7 Resc 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 

Soromox, Vicror, Mare st, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer 
2 Court Reo Ord “Aug 81, 1898 Adjud Sept 29, 
1893 Resc and Annul Dec 17, | 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aspott, Groncs povame, jun, Kettering Jan 2 at 12 
Batis, Georoe, Gt Yarmouth, Boat Owner Jan 
15 at11. Lovewell, Blak Yarmouth 


(re yee Jan 2 at 11.30 

anna’, ed K Dec 3lat3 Of Rec 
Epwis a ew 

chmbrs, Tem : 


a oo. 


vn. ay Marble Mer- 
VILL . 
: Da Some Wash! 1, Ath Devon, Dairyman 1 Dec 
VEY, JOHN, . 
81 at Off Reo, 19, Bedtort Exeter 
WSOR, » Clerk Dec 30 at 12 Off. Rec, 22, 





Dew, Wattsn, Gamlingay, Veterinary Sur- 
m Jan 1 at 11.30 Ga ne hee iat St Paul’s sq, Bed- 


ord 
Dosixsox, Josepn, Harlesden, Clerk Dec 30 at1i Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Dopos, Anraurs Patrick, Newcastle on ayne. Iron Mer- 
chant Dec 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Dovs, Wrtu1am, Chesterfield, Tailor Dec 29 at3 Angel 
Hotel, Chesterfield 

Dorstow, Witt1am Freperic, Wick, paen, Ree 
Dec 29 at 11 Mr Tami — ri 

Esrey, Ricnakrp, Cardiff, Poo 30 mir 8 “On Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Evans Davin, Marsycwmmer, Mo Le gd Dec 30 at 
2 Off Rec, G Bank ch , Mon 


Seuteendnane gs Leeds been es li Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

FLock Ha Br, cones. ee Oxford, Farmer Dec 30 at 
12.30 White Hart ipping N orton 

Goopmax, Jacos, ioe bacconist Dec 31 at3 Off 


Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Gorpox, = A... , Bombay Dee 30 at 
30 bidgs, Carey st 

Grecory, en rmingham, Bootmaker Jan 4 at 11 
= Log ~~ Tin wistle, Cheshire, Greengrocer Ji 

Cee AMES, ti an 
24 at 12.30 townhall Abhton under. Lyne sie 

Grove, Evirn, Swansea, eeper Jan 5 at 12.30 

., , Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hanraisoyr, Gronosr, sen, Tetford, Lines, Farmer Dec 31 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Lincoln 

Haragisor, Georo, jun, — ~ Lines, Farmer Dec 31 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Linco! 

Hawes, James Tuomas, aw rd, Caledonian +, Doe 
vision Dealer Dec 29 at 12 Rankruptcy bidgs, 





Carey st 

Haypex, Lewis Waster, Norbury, Surrey Dec 31 at 12 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Honor, Epwarp Georee, Kentish a Draper Dec 30 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hvuesyer, Faepericx is Jewin crent Dec 29 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care’ 

Jackson, James, Denby, Plember Dec 29 at 11 Off Ree, 
40, St Mary’s gate, ag od 

Jackson, Rosert, Bury, Lancs, Boot Dealer Dec 30 at 11 

Wood st, Bolton 

pme..%, James Parweit, Middle Rasen, Lincs, Farmer 
Jan 7 at 1230 Off Rec, Lincoln 

Kwsicat, Jouxs Henrr, Gainsborough, Fruit Merchant 
Jan 7 at12 Off Rec, Lincola 

Lewis, Exocu, Pontypool, Grocer Dec 30 at gees Off 


F eng 7 Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
zorce, Leeds, Pork Batcher Jani at 11 Off 


Lovtu, G 
L mig 7 ang he Hall, F 
ucop, Francis CRARLES, upon 
Dec 31 at 11.30 Of bes Sek © Hall 


Mant, Henry Ray, Hoxton, Cheesemonger Bes 
12 ‘Bankruptcy bid, , Carey st 


Manrswaut, WItiiam ENRY, Ashover, Derbys, Carrier 
Dec 29 at 12 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate 
Moreax, Grirritu a Lewis, Swansea, “ste Jan 


5 at 11.30 rd, 

Mrens, Witiram, Midaieaborough, Gaar Merchant Jans 
at ll Off Ree, 8, Albert 5 iddlesborough 

Neat, ip Aare Hevingham, orfolk Jan 2atll Off 

Bes, 6 5 ing st, Norwich 

Osporye, Ricnarp Frepraick, Geptienpten, Hosier Jan 
lat 3.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, Sou ton 

Parry, Eowix Davin, Canton, Cardiff, Traveller Dec 31 
atll Off Rec, 29, oo st, 

Pearce, Lasay, Cardiff, Boot Dealer Dec 81at11.30 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Prironarp, Rosert, Llangefni, Anglesey, Baker Jan 1 at 
1.15 Bull Hotel. Llangefni 

es, 3 oe High ea Sa eee Dec 
29 at 

Sgau, Samvet, ey = 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 40, St 


*s gate, Derb: 

States, Epwasp, , Yorks DecSiat 11 Off Rec, 
81, or row, radfor d 

Tupor, Joux, C— SS Jouy Tupor, jun, Lianwrin, Mont- 
Siena note _ Dec 31 at 3 Winstay Hotel, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Askin, yo Epuuxp, West Bromwich, Beer Retailer 
B be - 8. a Dasnn, Moria. Bek Norwich 
ARBER, seues |AMUEL, er 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 19 
BatrersHeE.y, Fraycis ll New Wandsworth, Wood 
Engraver | Wandsworth Bet Nov 16 Ord Dec 19 
Biaes, THomas ye Nixwes, Reigate, Ironmon- 


gers Oct 23 Ord Dec 16 
Bopesr, Watrer Rates, . Edmonton 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 18 
Baker Nor- 


Cuarmax, Grorce Mann 
tham: Pet Dee 19 

Crark, 
Ki Pet 

Cotisy, Wiut1am Henry, Fernhill Heath, Worcs Worces- 
ter Pet Dec19 Ord 19 

Coppock, Joux be Juan Cascaso, Cardiff, Mer- 
chants Cardiff 4 Ord Dec8 

Craynam, James Latgp, w, Pawnbroker High 
Court Pet Dec19 Ord Dee 19 

Daves, —_ Washford Pyne, Devon, Dairyman Exeter 


. r, 16 Ord Dee 16 
zs, James, Lian! , Carmarthens, Grocer Pem- 
“broke Dock 


D . 4 Pet Deo 16 Ord — fr 

vies, Joun Lewis, lam, Tailor Ponty- 

‘i pridd Pet Dee 17 Deo tt Ord Deo ‘ 

ww, Wi ALTE! Onmbeldige, eterinary Surgeon 

Tbe Nona wate ’ Ord Dec 

De oy B.o4, Clerk ” righ Court Pet Nov 
pry bg feted 

Dursrox, Wiit1am Feepenic, Lempeham, Somenovtchive, 
Farmer ag Pet Decl Ord 16 

Epwakps, Joux, Nuneaton, Ironfounder Coventry 









Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 








Pet ; 














Fazepuax, Exias, Cheetham, Manchester 
Pet 7 Ord Dee 17 


Gissow, James, Leeds Leeds Pet Deci7 Ord Deetr | 
Haut, CaaRces 5 Winecae ethatch, Hairdresser 
wich Pet Ord Dee 


Hagrorp, pad nny nt, King’s Norton, Wo 
shire, Builder Birmingham Dee 18 


Pet 
Dec 18 
Hawes, James Tuomas, Brewery rd, Caledonian 
vision Dealer High Court Pet Nov 28 Ord D 
Hawkes, Aser Wii, jEcki ’ 
Market Gardener Worcester et Dec 17 On D 
mwas wee 
Jackson, Rosert, Bury, Lancs, Boot Dealer Bolton 
J oogl ° Col Des ue Treharris 
‘onzs, Davin, is, 
erthyr Tydfil Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 
Joxzs, Toomas Powexi, Swansea, Builder. 
Deell Ord Dec 16 



















































































































ef. 


, Swansea 
Kwyiaut, Jou Hayry, aemerengh, Fruit 
Lincoln Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 


Leen, Hanny 4 ad Bale, Cheshire, Salesman 
chester Pet Dec18 Ord 
McLoveatis, James » #4, 4 4 Cross, Builder Hj 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 ° 
Marxcey, Horace Wit.1am, Bristol, Tailor Bristol 
pe mor peetg Ld 5 " 
oncan, Gairrirs Joux Lewis, Swansea, Solicitor 8 
sea Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec i6 
Mrerix, James Wiu.1am, Darli ington, Bi Boilersmith 
wa oe Tees Dee a oe Be 
Miye ANE, ae ur! Beckton on 
Pet ‘Dee 17 Ord 


{fan om mod 
Pagnrort, coe Sn Felmersham, Beds, F, 
Bedford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 19 me j 
Pearce, Lapax, Cardiff, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet Dee 
Ord Dec 15 r 
Pai.uirs, aus, Clissold Park Edmonton Pet Dee 
Ord Dec 24 t 


Pat La Llanover U; Mon, F T, 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Deel?” op 
Pzrocror, oe Burnley ilies Pet Nov 27 @ 


Dee 19 

Putmax, Eowix Joan, Merthyr afil, 
Mothyr Tydfil Pet'Dee 18 “Grd Ber is 

Ress, ne obi ton, gay Cardiff 
Dee 1 5 Ord Dec 17 

Rivert, ee — ——, ities Boat 0 
Gt Yarmouth Pet 


Ro Davin, Bong 
"Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec is 

Saywor, Wituram, Southport, Cycle Dealer 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 17 


Owsy, — <4 a 
Chester “Ora 


=i nae Portz 
Liverp 
ot | Suara, Fae. Bramley Bradford Pet Dee 16 @ 
Sotomons, ApRaHam, st, Shaftesbury a 

Commission ae Court Pet Dec 18 


Trex, Gzores, Foot’s Gray, Chislehurst, Basket 
Croydon Pet Dec 17 rd Dec 17 

Torver, Roserr Harry, Norbury, Surrey, 

don Oct 15 Ord Dec 16 

Vertecans, Joun James, 1 Manchester 
chester Pet Novi Ord Dec 1 

Warrraxer, Davin, Blackburn Plackburn Pet Dee 
Ord Dec 18 


Witersox, , a Hulme, Manchester Grocer 
chester Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the j 


o Oe Lapies Senet a Nov. 24: 
ASEY, RNELIUS, trincham, Tobacconist 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 


Amended notice substituted Sox that pubtihed in the 
London Gazette of Dec 11 : 


Gaxcory, James, Tintwistle, Cheshire, 
under Lyne Pet Dec 8 ' Ord Dec 8 





All letters intended for publication ad 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be a 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring t 
Journal with regularity, i is requested 
application be made diet to the Publi 





EDE AND SON, 


nome heb 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 

To Her Parry! jesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
udicial Banch, Corporation of London, ae. 

ROBES FOR inounits itaeaam, 2 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 4 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wi: and Gowns for Registrars, 
and Olerke of the Peace, 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











LE BRI AS FD 





